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Overview 


In 1996-1997, the Missouri Department of Natural Resources Solid Waste Management Program funded a 
Waste Composition Study to characterize and analyze samples of the municipal solid waste stream at 
Missouri landfills and transfer stations. The 2006-2007 Missouri Waste Composition Study (WCS) has been 
funded by the Department to sample and assess the characterization a decade later. Analysis of the 2006- 
2007 sort data by location and/or region as well as comparisons to the 1996-1997 results are included in this 
report. 


Municipal solid waste (MSW) was the targeted waste stream. MSW represents the residential and light 
commercial loads which are the typical focus of recycling and waste reduction programs. In 1996 and 1997, 
MDNR reported waste reduction rates of 33 and 30 percent, respectively. Since 2001, the department has 
reported Missouri continues to meet the 40 percent waste diversion goal established by Senate Bill 530, 
which was signed into law in 1990. The estimated diversion rate for 2006 was 44% (MDNR SWMP). 


The 2006-2007 study was conducted and summarized by the Midwest Assistance Program(MAP). MAP is a 
non-profit organization which provides environmental technical assistance throughout the Midwest. 


Of the fifteen locations sampled for the 2006-2007 WCS, fourteen were locations considered in the 1996- 
1997 study. Results from both periods of time have been compared with significant changes noted as well 
as a general discussion of significant changes to area services over the decade. The fifteenth location, 
Courtney Ridge, is compared to the nearest location sampled in the 1996-1997 study, Lee’s Summit. 


The waste samples were sorted into categories during the 2006-2007 WCS including the twenty-six 
categories in the 1996-1997 study, plus two additional categories for electronic waste and household 
hazardous waste items. 


The purpose of the study was to identify components and percentages of waste in the municipal solid waste 
stream entering Missouri landfills. This provides knowledge for designing and implementing programs to 
reduce, reuse, and/or recycle targeted materials within the waste stream. Comparing the 2006-2007 study 
to previous studies assists in evaluation of such programs implemented during the intervening time. Waste 
generation rates and recycling program development for Missouri are discussed herein, as are the changes 
observed in Missouri's MSW, 


The 2006-2007 Municipal Solid Waste Composition Study found among other things that: 
> There is a lower percentage of Paper in the Missouri MSW waste stream than during the 1996-1997 
wcs 
> There is a higher percentage of Plastic in Missouri's MSW waste stream than during the 1996-1997 
study, and 
> A large portion of the Missouri MSW waste stream has value and should be targeted for diversion. 


2006-2007 Missouri Municipal Solid Waste 
Composition Sites Sampled by County and 
Solid Waste Management Regions 





(LF=Landfill TS=Transfer Station) 


1. Columbia LF 6, O'Fallon TS 11. St. Francois County TS 
2. Courtney Ridge LF 7, Osage Beach TS 12. St. Joseph LF 

3. Lee's Summit LF 8. Pemiscot County TS 13. St. Louis (south) TS 

4. Maple Hill (Macon) LF = 9, Phelps County TS 14. Springfield LF 

5, Maryville TS 10. Reeds Spring TS 15, West Plains TS 





Methodology 


MAP advertised, interviewed, and contracted with Keith and Janice Powell of Rolla to conduct the thirty 
sorts. This provided a reliable labor force and a consistent approach. MAP staff Dennis Siders and Cynthia 
Mitchell provided waste sort training and supervision throughout the project. 


Two sorts were conducted at each of fifteen locations, one in the fall of 2006 and one in the spring of 2007. 
The sorting dates were as follows: 





Location Fall 2006 Sorting Dates Spring 2007 Sorting Dates 
Columbia 10/8-10/9/06 6/14-6/15/07 
Courtney Ridge 10/24-10/25/06 6/7-6/8/07 
Lee’s Summit 10/23-10/24/06 6/S-6/6/07 
Macon 10/11-10/12/06 6/12-6/13/07 
Maryville 10/27-10/28/06 5/31-6/1/07 
O'Fallon 10/5-10/6/06 5/21-5/22/07 
Osage Beach 11/8-11/9/06 4/23-4/24/07 
Pemiscot County 10/18-10/19/06 4/12-4/13/07 
Phelps County 10/31-11/1/06 4/5-4/6/07 
Reeds Spring 11/6-11/7/06 4/9-4/10/07 
Springfield 11/2-11/3/06 4/18-4/19/07 
St. Francois County 9/28-9/29/06 4/16-4/17/07 
St. Joseph 10/25-10/26/06 5/29-5/30/07 
St. Louis South 10/2-10/3/06 5/24-5/25/07 
West Plains 10/16-10/17/06 4/3-4/4/07 


Sorting locations on site were determined 
with local management and the sorting 
table, bins, and tools were set up 
accordingly. A tent was utilized at some 
locations. On-site buildings were used 
wherever available. Twenty-gallon 
labeled plastic containers were set up 
around the perimeter of the sorting table 
to receive sorted materials. A top-loaded 
scale was set up and tared to compensate SS . 

for the empty bin weight. has r 2 
Municipal solid waste (MSW) was the 4 A. 
targeted sample material. Therefore, cn - 
only loads with residential waste from single or multi-family dwellings and light commercial waste were 
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selected. Incoming municipal solid waste loads, primarily large packer trucks, were identified and selected 
at random and the driver was interviewed to determine the area the waste was hauled from as well as the 
estimated percentage of residential and commercial materials. Eight loads were sampled from each site in 
the fall and again in the spring, with the exception of the fall sort at the St. Francois County Transfer Station. 
Only six representative MSW loads arrived at the St. Francois County Transfer Station during the two-day fall 
sort. 





Once the load was determined appropriate for sampling, 25 bags were selected at random from the load. 
Bags were opened and materials sorted into bins representing 28 categories. The descriptions for the 
categories utilized are as follows: 


PAPER 
Cardboard and Kraft Paper — corrugated cardboard, chipboard/boxboard, kraft paper 
Newsprint-newspapers and ground wood paper stock 
Magazines-periodicals and bound printed material from glossy and plain paper stocks 
High Grade Paper-marketable quality office paper, plain stock junk mail, envelopes 
Mixed Paper-all other paper materials that do not fit into above category, such as paper towels, 
tissues/bathroom waste, fast food wrappers 
GLASS 
Clear Glass Containers — clear glass which originally contained food or beverage 
Brown Glass Containers — brown glass which originally contained food or beverages 
Green or Blue Glass Containers ~ green or blue cast glass which originally contained food or beverage 
Other Glass ~ Glass that was not originally a food or beverage container, such as pottery, light bulbs, 
window panes, etc, 
METALS 
Aluminum Cans — aluminum beverage containers 
Other Aluminum — aluminum other than beverage containers, such as foil, foll pans, etc. 
Ferrous Food Cans — Steel food containers, including pet food cans and aerosol cans 


Other Ferrous — Ferrous and alloyed ferrous scrap to which a magnet attracts 
Other Non-Ferrous — all nonmagnetic metals that are not recognizable as aluminum 
Oil Filters — used and new automotive oil filters 

PLASTICS 
Pet (#1) — beverage bottles and other containers clearly identified as #1 plastic, composed of 
polyethylene teraphthalate 
HDPE(#2) ~ containers clearly marked as #2 plastic, composed of high density polyethylene 
Plastic Film — all flexible plastic film regardless of resin content, such as plastic shopping bags, trash bags, 
and product wrapping 
Other Plastic — PVC(#3), LDPE(#4), PP(#5), PS(#6), other plastics or mixed resins (#7), and unidentifiable 
plastics, such as toys, straws, miscellaneous household and personal products made of plastic but not 
identifiable as PET(#1) or HDPE(#2) 

ORGANICS 
Food Waste ~ putrescent material capable of being decomposed by microorganisms with sufficient 
rapidity to cause nuisances from odors and gases 
Wood Waste — items composed of wood, such as furniture, tools, boards, plywood, frames, etc. 
Textiles — woven fabric, natural or synthetic, either in bulk or made into usable items, such as clothing, 
shoes, handbags, etc. 
Disposable Diapers — adult or infant disposable diapers, clean or soiled 
Other Organics —items that do not fall into any other category which are composed of carbon-based 
material, such as human and animal feces, plant trimmings, etc. 

INORGANICS 
Fines —all matter not sorted into specific categories which are too small or mixed to be categorized 
Other tnorganics — items which do not fall into any other category and are composed of inert materials, 
such as kitty litter 

ELECTRONIC WASTE 
Any item that has been operated electrically, or a component of the item, such as computers, monitors, 
keyboards, computer mouse, remote controls, small appliances, telephones/answering machines, 
electronic games or controllers 

HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE 
Items that are potentially hazardous to waste handlers or ecosystems, such as over-the- counter(OTC) and 
prescription(Rx) medications, beauty/hygiene products, beauty/hygiene aerosols, household cleaning 
products and aerosols, sharps/blades, syringes and needles, hardware and gardening/yard products, 
disposable razors, batteries, and other miscellaneous hazardous or toxic items 


As each sample was sorted, bins of sorted material were weighed and recorded. The volume of material 
was estimated and recorded as 5, 10, 15, or 20 gallons of material. Following each location’s sort, the data 
was input into the computer, volume converted from gallons to cubic yards, and all quantities were 
summarized. Batteries were retained for delivery and evaluation by the Rechargeable Battery Recycling 
Corporation. 


Results 


Disposal Rates of Municipal Solid Waste 


The Missouri Department of Natural Resources receives data on the tonnage disposed in Missouri landfills, 
but does not know the end destination of all waste received at transfer stations. Transfer stations deposit 
their materials into landfills in Missouri as well as surrounding states. Therefore, quantifying the overall 
waste stream Is difficult. Automatically summing all waste from landfills and transfer stations would double 
count the tons from transfer stations that are disposed in Missouri landfills. 


No data is reported to DNR regarding the composition of the tonnage disposed. Therefore components of 
the total waste stream must be estimated in order to obtain the quantity of MSW, This was accomplished 
during the 1996-1997 WCS, That determination is listed below as well as additional data considered in 
estimating the components of the Missouri waste stream and analysis contained in this report: 


* Tons of waste disposed of in Missouri landfills during 2006 = 4,500,160 (MDNR) 
® The 2006 Missouri population = 5,842,713 (MDNR estimate) 

* Annual Per Capita Waste Generation = 2.14 tons 

® Missouri MSW percentage of waste stream is 59.6% (1996-1997 WCS) 


From this information, the quantity of MSW in the Missouri waste stream for disposal in 2006 was 


determined to be 2,682,095 tons. Per Capita MSW generation was 1.28 tons annually, or 7 pounds per day. 
Annual waste disposal in Missouri landfills per capita was 1,540 pounds in 2006. 


Sort Findings 


The 2006-2007 WCS sort results as a percent by weight and percent by volume of the major sort categories 
are exhibited in Chart 1 and Chart 2 and detailed in Table 1. 





Chart 1 - 2006-2007 WCS Chart 2 - 2006-2007 WCS 


Composition by WEIGHT Composition by VOLUME 





Table 1— 2006-2007 Waste Composition Study Results 






































































Electronic Waste 


TOTAL SPECIAL 
WASTE 












0.99% 


1.91% 







2.525 


5.575 


Weilbs.) __Yeby Wt. Vol.(cy) __%by Vol 
Cardboard 4,884 8.20% 68.778 13.59% 
Newsprint 3,076 5.17% 17.635 3.48% 
Magazines 2,181 3.66% 9.025 1.78% 
High Grade Paper 3,809 6.40% 32,95 6.51% 
Mixed Paper 6,075 10.20% 61.225 12.09% 
TOTAL PAPER 20,025 33.63% 189.613 37.45% 
Clear Glass 1,616 2.71% 6.55 1.29% 
Brown Glass 1,054 1.77% §.585 1.10% 
Green Glass 374 0.63% 3,075 0.61% 
Other Glass 193 0.32% 1.685 0.33% 
TOTAL GLASS 3,237 5.44% 16.895 3.34% 
Aluminum Cans 946 1.59% 13.075 2.58% 
Other Aluminum 200 0.34% 2.875 0.57% 
Non Ferrous 137 0.23% 1.425 0.28% 
| Food Cans 1,747 2.93% 12.425 2.45% 
Ferrous 518 0.87% 3.71 0.73% 
Oil filters 48 0.08% 0.526 
TOTAL METALS 3,596 6.04% 34.036 
PET #1 1,516 2.55% 23.45 
| HDPE #2 1,129 1.90% 20.55 4.06% 
Plastic Film 2,869 4.82% 51.8 10.23% 
Other Plastic 4,756 7.99% 62.875 12.42% 
TOTAL PLASTIC 10,270 17.25% 158.675 31.34% 
Food Waste 10,254 17.22% 41.825 8.26% 
Wood Waste 709 1.19% 3.425 0.68% 
Textiles 2,817 4.73% 16.6 3.28% 
Diapers 3,264 5.48% 15.3 3.02% 
Other Organics 1,766 2.97% 10.725 2.12% 
TOTAL ORGANICS 18,810 31.59% 87.875 17.36% 
Fines 554 0.93% 445 0.88% 
Other Inorganics 1,912 3.21% 9.125 1.80% 
TOTAL INORGANICS 2,466 4.14% 13.575 2.68% 
HHW 547 0.92% 3.05 0.60% 








| TOTAL COMPOSITION 


100% 





506.244 






Applying these findings to the estimated MSW waste stream disposed of in Missouri landfills in 2006, Chart 
3 exhibits the estimated quantities of each category going into the landfills. 


re 


Chart 3 - 2006-2007 WCS Results applied to MSW 
Disposed of in Missouri Landfills (tons in 2006) 

| INORGANICS, SPECIAL 

| 111,088 WASTE, 

51,129 







902,080 
ORGANICS, 
847,347 








METALS, 
161,992 


Summarized weights and volumes of the samples at each location are presented in Table 2. Overall, just less 
than 30 tons were sampled during 30 sorting events, an average of almost one ton per sorting event at each 
location in the fall and again in the spring. Just over 15,000 tons of wastes were accepted at the facilities 
during the time frame the samples were conducted. The Maryville Transfer Station receives the least 
amount on average at 50 tons per day while the Courtney Ridge Landfill averaged over 1000 tons per day in 
2006. The sorted volume totaled just over 500 cubic yards, an average of approximately 16.5 c.y. per site 
per sampling event in the fall and spring. Table 3 provides the results by location identified in their 
respective solid waste management districts. The locations with the highest and lowest results as a 
percentage by weight and percentage by volume for each sort category and subcategory are displayed in 
Table 4. 


Table 2 — 2006-2007 WCS Summary of Weights and Volumes Sampled by Location 


- I Spring 
Fall Sort [iM Fall Sort Sort 


Wt(Ibs.) 2 Wt(Ibs. 








Columbia 
Courtney Ridge 
Lee's Summit 
Macon 
Maryville 
O'Fallon 

Osage Beach 
Pemiscot County 
Phelps County 
Reeds Spring 
Springfield 


St. Francois County 


St. Joseph 
St. Louis 
West Plains 


TOTAL 
Avg. per Site 


Table 3 - 2006-2007 Waste Composition and Comparison 
Results in Respective Solid Waste Management Districts 











Table 3(cont) - 2006-2007 Waste Composition and Comparison 
Results in Respective Solid Waste Management Districts 
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Table 4 - Lowest and Highest Results by Category and Subcategory 


p= _Sitefnt with LOWEST Result By Cotepory | [_—_______Siisje} with HIGHEST Result By Cxtegor, ——_____J 


‘OF alon(6,77%) 

Pamincot Co,(3.33%) 
Maryvilie(2.77%) 
Columbia(4.75%) & Pamiscot Co(4.79%) 
Maryvile & Courtney Ridga(8.64%) 


St. Lovia(2 04%) & O'Fallon(2.07%) 
Columbiai, 89%) 
St. Francois Co ( 26%) 


‘St. Josephy,08%) 


Leo's Summits 36%) 





Wort Past 12.1%) 
Columbin(2 76%) 
Maryvite(?.21%) 
Columbia. 17%) 

bigrined Ridge, 10.0%) 


Pemiscott Co.(9.41%) 
‘Springfieka(7.04%) 

St Louis & Spnngfieki(4.61%) 
Phelps Co.(9.21%) 
‘West Piaina( 12.62%) 
St_Louia(36 29%) 


Cohimbin( 18 34%) 
St. Louin(4 63%) 
Lee's Sumimit(2 46%) 
Courtney Ridge, 4%) 





Tea a st Francois Co (09%) 
Colurnbia(. 67%) 
St Francois Co (23%) 
Courtney Ridge(.14%) & Phaips Go (15%) & West 
Piaina(,15%) & St Jowephy, 16%) 
Cokumbia(2. 26%) & St. Francois Co.(2.4% 





Aluminum Cans 


‘St Francois Co.(1.22%) 
Other Aluminum, 


Lea's Summit(.19%), St. Louis( 21%), West Piains(.22%) 
Cokimbia( 02%) 
Columbia( 1 76%) 
Reeds Spring( 4%) & St. Francois Co(.39%) 
O found at Lee's Summit, Reeds Spring. O'Falon, St Louls, 
and St Francois Co, 
OF alion(4 58%) 
Pneips Co (1.81%) 
OF alion( 1.28%) 
OF alion(3.24%) 
St Lovins, 62%) & Courtney Ridpe(6.97%) 





Other Inorganics: 

TOTAL INORGANICS (2%) 

Weet Pinina(.47°%) & Lee's Summit 44%) 
OF allon(. 20%) 





St_Louia( 98%) 


St. Francois Co (2.18%) 
Maryvile(,21%) & Lee's Summit(,22%) 
‘St Joseph(.08%), Columbia(.07%), St Louln(.0#%) 
‘Columbia(1.40%) 
Reeds Spring(.33%) & St Francois Co.( 34%) 
G found at Lea's Summit, Reeds Spring, O'Fallon, St. 
‘and St Francois Co, 


Co,(44%) 
Springneld¢?,73%) 
St Francois Co(2. 20%) 


Woat Piains( 96%) & St. Francois Co.(,03%) 


St Francois Go (.16%) 
St. Loule(, 19%) 
St _Louis( 56%) 


Reeds Spring(3,94%) 
(Osage Beach(2.48%) 
St Louia(1.1%) & Osage Bowch(1 13%) 


Macon( Abad 


Macon(1.48%) 
‘Macon(1.06%) 


Macon(1.13%) 
Macon(5.43%) 
Osage Beach(3.08%) 
Macon( 1.06%) 
Macon( 85%) 
Pamiscot Co.(3.11%) & Macon(3.11%) 
Macon(1.13%) 


Springthetd(, 43%) 





‘Courtney Ridge(.2%) 
Springfiela(7. 33%) 
Pemiscot Co(2 81%) 
West Plaina(2.14%) 


Columbia(6.78%) 

St. Francois Co,(8,63%) 
West Piaina( 18.3%) 

‘St Francois Co.(20 64%) 





Phelps Co.(2.03%) 
Maryvile(6 64%) 
Courtney Ridge & Pemiscot Co.(7. 31%) 
OF ation(7.36%) 
O'Falion(36.05%) 


‘OF allon( 6.23%) 
‘Springfiaia(4 63%) 
Columbia 14.37%) 

‘West Piaina(14 42%) 


Reads Spring(.63%) 


Phelps Co(1 12%) & St. Loule(1.11%) 
Macon(4 59%) 
Pemiscot Co.(3.78%) 





‘St Francois Co.(1,.64%) 


‘Springfieks(1 68%) 
Osage Beach(2.3%) 
Beach(3.5%) 





‘St Francois Co{1.4%) 
Macon(2.75%) 





Seasonal - Summarized data by season is listed in Table 5 and exhibited in Charts 4 and 5. There was very 
little variance by season as a percentage by weight with the largest difference being observed in Food 
Waste(1,8 more in spring). The largest variance as a percentage by volume between the seasons occurred in 
Cardboard(2.34 less in the spring) and Plastic film(2.32 more in the spring). 
































[ Chart 4 - 2006-2007 Seasonal Comparison 
By Material as % of Weight 
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Table 5 - 2006-2007 Waste Composition and Comparison by Season 


TOTAL FALL SORTS 
Wt(lbs.) Seby Wt. Vol. 
2141 7.69% 29.878 
1,564 5.69% 
4,122 4.03% 
1,730 6.21% 
2,882 10.35% 
9.459 33.97% 
2.58% 
1.83% 
0.77% 
0.31% 
5.48% 
1.66% 
0.40% 
0.32% 
2.96% 
104% 
0.11% 
6.49% 
2.58% 
1.63% 
4.32% 
8.12% 
16.66% 
16.09% 
123% 
444% 
6.53% 
288% 
31.16% 
1.16% 
3.34% 
| 449% 






































Electronic Waste 
OTAL SPECIAL WASTE 


|TOTAL COMPOSITION 
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1996-1997 WCS Comparison - Summarized 2006-2007 waste sort totals compared to 1996-1997 results are 
displayed in Table 6 and exhibited in Charts 6 and 7, The categories and subcategories with the most 
significant changes as a percentage by weight were Newsprint(2.73 less), High Grade Paper(2.8 more), 
Mixed Paper (5.3 less), Total Paper(3.77 less) and Total Plastic(2.85 more) while the categories and 
subcategories with greatest variance as a percentage of volume were Cardboard(1.99 more), 
Newsprint(2.12 less), High Grade Paper(3.21 more), Mixed Paper(5.61 less), and Total Paper(2.65 less). 





| Chart 6 - 2006-2007 vs, 1996-1997 By Material as % of Weight 
{special waste not measured in 1996-1997) 
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Chart 7 - 2006-2007 vs. 1996-1997 By Material as % of Volume 
(special waste not measured in 1996-1997) 





| 
| 
45% 
40%, 
35% 
30% 
25% 
20% | 
15% | 
es il | 
5% f 
* Bel ~-__on._o_ Eek dino.» | 
¢ EesERSREESE QRURESE SEL ESS eeszeH | 
PS Tee Sti EE TELE at ae 
= Set os e2ge = . 4 
Seayggiiddgigst *2 "222370032 28 oi; 
- r= 5 5 2 & 
+ * Nee . = 55 sz 23 
PE 





| ©1996-1997 02006-2007 | 


15 


Table 6 - Waste Composition and Comparison 2006-2007 to 1996-1997 Results 


1996-1997 WCS Avg. J owt. 2006-2007 va. 1998-1997 | 
% by Wt % by Vol. § % by Wt % by Vol. 
1.50% 1.99% 


0.23% 0.28% 


554—0.93% = 4.45 
1912 3.21% 9.125 
OTAL INORGANICS 2466 4.14% 13.575 
IHHW 547 0.92% 3.05 
Electronic Waste 588 0.99% 2.525 
‘OTAL SPECIAL WASTE 1135 1.91% ‘5.575 


OTAL COMPOSITION 59,539 100% 506.244 








16 


Population Density - One goal of the waste composition study was to see if population density has an effect 
on waste composition. Therefore, the results were compared by dividing the sampled facilities into three 
groups based on the population density of the areas served, Large Metro includes Courtney Ridge, Lee’s 
Summit, O'Fallon, and St. Louis. Small Metro includes Columbia, St. Joseph, and Springfield. Rural includes 
Macon, Maryville, Osage Beach, Pemiscot Co., Phelps Co., St. Francois Co., and West Plains. The grouped 
data is displayed in Table 7 and Chart 8. 


Chart 8 - Waste Composition by Population 
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The Large Metro group had more Organics as a percentage of weight than the other two groups, due to 
2.3% more Other Organics than both Small Metro and Rural communities. The primary item placed in this 
category during the sorts was kitty and dog litter heavy laden with fecal matter. This is a reasonable 
difference in population densities and the greater likelihood of indoor pets, Further, yard waste was noted 
in multiple loads by the sorters at the two locations in the Kansas City metro area. This could be occurring 
due to confusion on behalf of citizens because various haulers service the area, some of which accept yard 
waste along with the trash and haul it to a Kansas landfill where yard waste is allowed in landfills. Large 
Metro also had less Total Plastic(15.8) as a percentage of weight than both the Small Metro(17.9) and 
Rural(17.6) groups, particularly in the Plastic Film and Other Plastic subcategories. 
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Other Plastic 
‘OTAL PLASTIC 


TOTAL INORGANICS 
IHW 

Electronic Waste 

TOTAL SPECIAL WASTE 


TOTAL COMPOSITION 


Table 7 - Waste Composition and Comparison by Population Density 


Large Metro; Courtney Ridge, Lee's 
Summit, O'Falion, St. Louis 


1177 7.9% 
897 6.0% 
4.0% 
67% 
88% 


16.83 
480 
240 
843 
1468 
41.23 


15.55 
38.18 


13.50% 
3.08% 
104% 
6.81% 
11.86% 
38.48% 


Small Metro: Columbia, 
St, Joseph, Springfield 


14.20 14.16% 


366% 


5.7% 
107% = 13.05 
34.0% 38.45 


173 
16.13 


ryville, Osage 

Beach, Pemiscot Co., Phelps Co., St. 
Francois Co., West Plains 
Wi.libs.) by Wt. Vol b 
37,75 —(13,38% 
2.21% 








Special Consideration- As mentioned earlier, the Special Waste category including Electronics and Household 
Hazardous Waste subcategories were added for the 2006-2007 waste composition study. Items were 
recorded by weight, volume, and description at the conclusion of each sort. The itemization for each facility 
is included in the tables for each chapter. Batteries of all types (alkaline, lithium, ni-cad, etc.) were collected 
at each sort and accounted for by weight and volume in the HHW subcategory. Further, the batteries were 
retained after each sort and delivered to the Rechargeable Battery Recycling Corporation (RBRC) for 
analysis. The weight and count of batteries found is included in the Special Waste chart for each site. 
Battery totals for all sites combined were as follows: 


Quantity(all types) Weight 
Fall 2006 Sorts 333 29 Ibs. 5.8 oz. 


























Spring 2007 Sorts | 353 36 Ibs. 2 o2. 
TOTAL | 686 65 Ibs. 7.8 oz. 
Avg. per Site | 46 4 lbs. 5.9 02. 





Density plays an important role when considering some materials. For instance, while plastics comprise 
17.28% by weight of MSW going into Missouri landfills, they comprise 31.34% by volume. Landfills charge 
by weight, but their space is consumed by volume. 


Individual Facility Results - Results by waste category and findings at each location are presented in 
Appendixes 1 through 15 along with a description of services and programs in each sampled facility's service 
area. Demographic information for each location is from the U.S. Census Bureau 2000 census data. Waste 
and recycling tonnages are taken from site interviews, solid waste management district personnel, and the 
Department of Natural Resources Solid Waste Management Program 


Conclusions 


Changes in the MSW waste stream over the past decade have been less substantial than changes over the 
previous decade. Much of the difference between 20 years and 10 years ago was attributed to the passage 
of Senate Bill 530 in 1990 that set state-wide goals for solid waste recovery and reduction, established 
additional landfill permitting requirements, and banned major appliances, yard waste, waste oil, whole tires, 
and lead acid batteries from landfills. 


Still, the composition of MSW in 2006-2007 reflects several differences in society and the overall waste 
generation and management in Missouri. Statewide efforts by the Department of Natural Resources Solid 
Waste Management Program and the solid waste management districts have continued to impact the 
statewide waste stream. The estimated statewide diversion rate as calculated by the DNR SWMP has 
continued to rise over the past decade from 30% in 1997 to 44% in 2006. 


Three observations are offered regarding societal changes over the past decade that are affecting the 
Missouri MSW waste stream: 
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1, Technological advancements and popularity of web-based publications and distributions over the past 
decade have no doubt heavily influenced the decline in Total Paper (3.77% less than 1996-1997 WCS). This 
represents a difference of over 101,115 tons annually in Missouri’s MSW waste stream. Newsprint alone 
declined 2.73% by weight which would be the equivalent of 73,221 tons per year. The smaller web width 
(width of newspaper page before folded in two) has become common in many newspaper markets, as well 
as using 21% lighter paper weight than was used 10 years ago(Abitibi), Recycling program growth combined 
with more environmental practices by the newspaper companies and the development of the electronic 
media market has impacted the paper going into Missouri landfills. 


2. Technological advancement and the increasingly shorter turnaround time in computer-related 
equipment upgrades have also caused electronic waste to become a waste category not as prevalent in 
1996-1997 that is of consideration in today’s waste recovery and recycling industry. Ten years ago there 
were only a handful of computer/electronics demanufacturers in the metro areas, whereas today there are 
27 such approved businesses throughout the state. 


3. Convenience has become an important factor to time-pressed Americans who buy on-the-go food they 
can quickly consume at their desk, in their cars, or at home as they rush from one daily obligation to the 
other. There are substantially more PET #1 containers in the generated waste stream than a decade ago. By 
2001, the Beverage Marketing Corporation was reporting that bottled water sales had tripled over the past 
decade and that single serve sales had grown 35% since 1993. By 2005, the carbonated soft drink market 
share had begun to decline due to the continued growth in bottled water, as well as sports drinks of 
expanding variety, bottled tea and flavored waters. Even though carbonated soft drinks experienced a 
declining market share, their sales volumes were 14% higher in 2006(10.6 billion cases) than they were in 
1996(9.3 billion cases), The 2006-2007 WCS showed PET #1 plastics only increased .84% by weight and .73% 
by volume in the MSW waste stream since 1996-1997. This verifies the vast number of PET #1 containers 
that are being diverted from landfills considering the dynamic increase in the product generated, 


General observations about the 2006-2007 waste composition study findings: 


1. Recycling Effect on Population Groups - Recycling efforts are making a difference in Missouri. In the 
Large Metro group, three of the four sites have substantially less paper in their waste streams than ten years 
ago. Three of the four also had a noticeable increase in Plastics, although considering the plastics in the 
generated waste stream the numbers are supportive of increased recycling as well. 


Similar to the Large Metro group, the three Small Metro communities all show decreased amounts of paper 
and increased amounts of plastics in their waste. Columbia's results indicated the greatest reduction in 
paper over the past ten years even though they had the highest percentage by volume for this year’s study. 
The decrease since 1996-1997 coincides with the Implementation of their commingled recycling system, 
convenience store recycling, expansion of their drop-offs to large apartment complexes and startup of a 
commercial recycling program over the past decade. Columbia also had a 25-year container deposit 
ordinance repealed in April, 2002, which one would expect to contribute to an increase in PET #1, aluminum, 
and glass. Columbia experienced less than 1% increases in each of these categories and even had less than 
average of these materials by weight compared to the overall 2006-2007 average. 
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In rural settings, the service area for the Pemiscot County Transfer Station has had the most improved 
recycling services offered in the area over the past decade with drop-offs provided in all surrounding 
communities whereas only one was in the area ten years ago. The waste composition for Pemiscot County 
reflected decreases in percentage by weight for paper and glass whereas plastics and organics and 
inorganics increased as a noticeable percentage of weight. 


Alternately, the city of Maryville had a more aggressive recycling program in place ten years ago than they 
do today. The city discontinued its pay as you throw curbside program in 2001 and there are few recycling 
Opportunities in the service area other than through the local University. This was reflected in the 2006- 
2007 data when compared to the 1996-1997 results in various categories. However, when compared to the 
2006-2007 overall average of all sorts, Maryville was very near average and even had less Total Paper. 
Paper is targeted by the University for its pelletizing alternative fuel program. 


Of the seven Rural population service areas, the Osage Beach site had the least amount of recycling service 
offered in their service area. This site had the greatest percentage by weight of all sites for aluminum cans, 
brown and green glass, and electronic waste. The service area for the Osage Beach Transfer Station is the 
Lake of the Ozarks region, which is known for vacation attractions, weekend homes, and recreational 
atmosphere which all coincide with the high numbers in the beverage container categories. Likewise, the 
Reeds Spring Transfer Facility receives waste from the Branson tourist area and they had an equally high 
percentage by weight of glass. Branson has a recycling program which could have kept the PET #1 and 
aluminum cans from experiencing the increases that Osage Beach had. 


2. Seasonal Effect on Waste Stream — There appears to be no change in Missouri's MSW waste stream 
between fall and spring, which is a consistent observation from the 1996-1997 study. 


3. Value of Recyclables in the MSW Waste Stream - Throughout this report, percentages by weight and 
volume have been identified from various viewpoints and groupings. A substantial amount of material in 
the MSW waste stream is valuable, Table 8 quantifies the substantial portions that are reasonably believed 
to be marketable through recycling facilities or diverted in other methods such as composting. Increased 
recovery, reuse, and recycling have a significant positive impact on Missouri’s solid waste industry, 
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Table 8 - Estimated Value of Recyclables in Missouri’s 2006 MSW Waste Stream 




































% of MSW by Wt Est. Tons/Yr. Vaerton® ee lave rore seymour? 
Cardboard 8.20% 220,013 $ 8200 $ 18,041,066 $ 8817127 S$ 26,958,192, 

‘Newsprint 517% 138,567 

Est 50% Marketable as News#6 69,263 $ 57.00 $s 3,949,152 s 2,808,055 Q 6,757,207 

Est. 50% Marketable as News#8 69,283 $8350 § 6,785,162 § 2808055 § 8,593,217 

Magazines (assume marketable as Mixed) 368% 98,249 $5050 § 5.845.818 $ 3982034 § 9,827,852 

High Grade Paper (assume marketable as SOP) 6.40% 171,887 $ 137.00 s 23,507,379 S 6,954,409 $ 30,461,789 
Mixed Paper 10.20% 273,665 

Est 70% Marketable 191,565 S 59.50 S 17,908,199 $7,784,144 $19,162,284 

Est. 30% Compostable 82,000 $ 3,327,490 $ 3,327,490 

TOTAL PAPER DIVERTED 33.63% 1,314,312 $ 68,526,717 $ 36,561,315 $ 106,088,032 

Clear Glass 271% 72,797 $2750 $ 2,001,920 § 2950466 §$ 4,852,386 

Brown Glass 177% 47.480 $3 600 759,685 $ 1,924,978 § 2,684,060 

Green Glass 0.63% 16,848 $7.50 s 126,359 s 882,843 $ 809,202 

TOTAL GLASS DIVERTED 5.11% 137,125 s 2,887,963 $ 5,557,685 $ 8,446,648 

Aluminum Cans 1.59% 42,615 $1,750.00 S$ 74576477 $ 1,727,191 $ 76,303,668 

Food Cans 2.93% 78,698 $ 19450 $$ 15,308,828 S$ 3188844 $18,490,474 

TOTAL METALS DIVERTED 452% 121,313 S 89,883,305 S$ 4.916.835 $ 94,800,140 

PETA 255% 68,292 $ 20200 «$ 19,941,358 $ 2,767,888 $ 22,708,246 
HOPE #2 1.90% 50,859 

Est. 70% Natural(Milk Jugs) 35,601 $ 80000 $ 21,360,721 $ 1442917 $ 22,803,638 








Est 30% Color 5,309,665 818,393 5,928,058 







Plastic Film 
Est. can use 70% in extrusion markel(no mkt $) 
Other Plastics 7.99% 214,247 
Est_can use 70% in extrusion market(no mkt $) 

























TOTAL PLASTIC DIVERTED 46,611,744 8,495,918 86,107,663 









18,721,584 18,721,584 





Food Waste 
Other Organics 
Est. 20% compostable(yard waste, plant 

‘vimmings) 0.50% 15,911 S 644967 


19,366,451 













TOTAL ORGANICS DIVERTED 












TOTAL $74,898, 
“Fiber market values are based on Yellow Sheet baled prices for tractgor trailer loads in the Midwest/Chicago sector; 
Container market values are based on Waste News Chicago Market Average Price from Mid-Range. All values are calculated 
averaged from sort period, September/06 through June/07. 

** Average tipping fee from all sampled facilities during the 2006-2007 WCS was $40.53. This value was applied to the 
tonnages to determine Avoided Landfill Fee. 
***Potential Savings are savings that could be used for costs associated with processing the recyclables/compostables. 
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Appendix I 
Columbia Landfill 


|PPENDIX 1 - BIA |NDF II 


The Columbia Sanitary Landfill is owned and operated by the city of Columbia Public Works Department. 
Columbia is centrally located in Missouri along I-70 between Kansas City and St. Louis. It is the county seat 
of Boone County and is the largest service center in mid-Missouri. Columbia's sanitary landfill is one of 
three landfills in Solid Waste Management District H. 


Demographics: 

Columbia Boone County 
Population 84,780 135,454 
Number of Households 35,963 53,106 
Average Household Size 2.26 2.38 
Median Household Income $33,729 $37,485 


Solid Waste Collection 

The city of Columbia collects all residential trash within the city limits. They also provide commercial and 
industrial collection within the city limits, as do several private haulers. Various private and municipal 
haulers service residential and commercial customers outside the Columbia city limits and in surrounding 
mid-Missouri towns. 


Solid Waste Disposal 

The Columbia Sanitary Landfill accepts waste from the eight-county solid waste district area, The site is in 
the northeast corner of the city limits, off of Route B. The current tipping fee at the landfill is $32.50 per 
ton, and the facility received 197,272 tons of waste during calendar year 2006. This quantity was escalated 
due to a destructive spring storm. Projected tonnage for 2007 is 175,000, which is in line with normal 
growth in recent years. 


Waste Reduction, Recycling, and Recovery Programs 

Columbia has had an active recycling program since the early 1980’s and a waste minimization program 
since 1990. The city’s recycling program has been a dual stream commingled system since 1998 for both 
curbside and drop-off collection. The city fee for residential solid waste services includes refuse, recycling, 
and yard waste collection and disposal. Some private haulers in the area offer residential recycling 
collection for incremental fees. 


Commercial recycling services are offered by some private haulers and recycling companies as well as the 
city. The city owns and operates a Material Recovery Facility that is open for processing recyclables from 
both city and private haulers, Over 8,100 tons were processed at the MRF in fiscal year 2006. 


The city also operates a household hazardous waste(hhw) facility for citizen drop-off from April-November, a 
15-acre compost facility where mulch and compost are processed, and two yard waste drop-off sites. Over 
120,000 pounds of hhw were received in 2006. The city sells compost to the public and gives mulch away 
several times per year. A landfill gas-to-energy facility is being constructed by the city’s Water & Light 
department to utilize the landfill’s methane. 
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Columbia Sanitary Landfill Sort Results 

Sampling information and composition results are listed in Tables 1.1 through 1.6 and shown in Charts 1.1 
through 1.4. There were no significant items noted by the sorters during the sampling event. The number 
of electronic items in the sampled waste was low, though the weight was more than average due to a t.v. 
and a printer. The printer was the only computer-related item in the sample. This could be due to the 
existence of a local electronics recycling organization, Mid-Missouri Recycling. 





The significant differences in the combined 2006-2007 waste composition for the Columbia sort when 
percentage by weight is compared to the 1996-1997 data include the Paper category (10.2% less), Plastics 
(6.1% more) and Organics (4.9% more). As previously mentioned, Columbia has developed their recycling 
program extensively since 1996-1997, including construction of the Material Recovery Facility and expansion 
of their drop-off program which could explain the reduction in Paper materials experienced in the MSW. 


City residents also repealed a container deposit ordinance in 2002 which would indicate more container 
materials could be in the city’s waste stream. Increases in aluminum, glass, and plastic were all found in the 
waste, but each at less than 1 percent by weight. 


Somewhat consistent with the differences in 2006-2007 results compared to 1996-1997, is the difference in 
Columbia data to the overall 2006-2007 WCS sort. The results showed Paper (2.25% less), Plastics (1.38% 
more) and Organics (1.5% more) with trends similar to the contrast with 1996-1997, as well as 1.49% less 
Metal by weight. Comparing categories and subcategories to all other sampled sites in 2006-2007, Columbia 
had the greatest percentage by weight of Plastic Film(6.78) and the greatest percentage by volume of 
Cardboard(15.34), Plastic Film(14.37), and Total Plastic(34.62). The least percentage by weight was 
observed at Columbia in High Grade Paper(4.75), Brown Glass(.89), and Food Cans(1.76) while the least 
percentage by volume was observed in Newsprint(2.76), High Grade Paper(4.17), Brown Glass(.67), Total 
Glass(2.38), Food Cans(1.49), and Total Metals(5.06), 
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Table 1.1 - Sample Summary - Columbia Sanitary Landfill 


[Fal2006 = =SampleSze 
Sample # Weight(Ibs) Vo! 


Total Fall 
Average 





Average 


Site Total 4025 33.6 
Average 252 


ee 


Estimated Waste (Ibs.) Accepted at Site During Sample Periods 


City of Columbia 
City of Columbia 
Boone County 
City of Columbia 
Boone County 
City of Columbia 
Boone County 
City of Columbia 


City of Columbia 
City of Columbia 
City of Columbia 
City of Columbia 
Boone County 
City of Columbia 
City of Columbia 


EEE —— 


3,442,623 


| 
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Table 1.2 - City of Columbia Landfill Fall 2006 Sort Results 





Avg.Vol.Per Load | % by Vol. | 


0.291 
0.075 














Other Glass 


Jatasstoras | st | tt 
JAluminumGans_ | 30S] 8 Tm | o4as | 0053 | 27% | 


Non Ferrous 


Food Cans 
Ferrous 


— as a 
METAL TOTALS 0.925 0.116 5.9% 
Plastic Film 


— 
| 193 
[plastic Totals |__334_| 
[FoodWaste | 243 

4 


























3 


Diapers 

ORGANIC TOTALS 

Fines 
IPECIAL WASTE TOTALS 

Sissi 











22 
87 
69 
90 
69 
491 
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Table 1.3 - City of Columbia Landfill Spring 2007 Sort Results 






































19 
E] 
| 0.3% _| 
jctassToras [99 
| Sra Se esse 
Other Aluminum 08 0.05 0.006 
|NonFerous | CT oT oom fo 0.000 
Food Cans 45 | o275 [| 0034 | 
Ferrous 7 
2 oo2s | 0003 | 
IMeTaLTOTALS | 9s | tt Taam [ors | oos7 
| 59 | 21% | o75 [| 0004 | 
P 4s 4% | 
| 23a 8% | 






io 
i 
= 
jo 
















= \"* 

Fines [25 | 09% | 0075 | 000 | 04% | 
[es | 2.2% | 0225 | oo | 43% | 
a a a rE a TO 
[HHW i [ie | 06% | 005 | 0006 | o3% | 
Electronic Waste me. | 99 — | see -] 02 [nome tiae 
SPECIAL WASTE TOTALS Pas 40% | o25 | oot. 
[~ a ae Se Pees See) 
TOTAL [ 18 | 2260 [100% | 
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Chart 1.1 - Columbia Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
Percentage by Weight 
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Chart 1.2 - Columbia Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
Percentage by Volume 




















Fall % by Vol. Spring % by Vol. 
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Table 1.4 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison 
City of Columbia Landfill 1996-1997 to 2006-2007 


Fall Sort - 10/8-10/9/06 Spring Sort - 6/14-6/15/07 2006-2007 
Wtllbs.) by Wt Vol(cy) _*kby Vol. by Vol. b . he by Wt. 
148 8.5% 2.326 ; i 5 t 5 867% 
82 4.7% 0.600 ; . r 3.95% 
69 4.0% 0.325 . r ; 2.98% 
99 5.7% 0.825 : ; : 475% 
190 10.9% 1,900 : : 17.06% 
33.9% 5.975 5. 3 E 31.38% 
29% 0.175 
1.0% 0.125 
0.6% 0.100 
02% 0.025 
4.7% 0.425 














1.7% 0.425 
0.2% 0.075 
01% 0.025 
1.5% 0.225 
18% 0.175 
0.0% - 

5.3% 0.925 

















[Electronic Waste 
TOTAL SPECIAL WASTE 








Table 1.5 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison City of Columbia Landfill 


Fall Sort - 10/8-10/9/08 
Wt (Ibs. 


Site to 2006-2007 Overall Average 


Spring Sort - 6/14-6/15/0; 





148 6.5% 
82 4.7% 


2325 14.9% 
0.600 3.9% 
69 4.0% 0325 21% 
98 57% 0.825 53% 
190 10.9% 1900 12.2% 
588 33.9% 5.975 38.4% 





51 29% O175 11% 
17 1.0% 0125 08% 
10 06% 0.100 06% 

3.02% 0025 02% 
81 4.7% 0425 2.7% 





30 17% 0425 27% 
4 02% 0075 05% 
1 01% 0.025 02% 
26 15% 0225 14% 
31 1.8% 0175 1.1% 
0 00% - 0,0% 
92. 5.3% 0.925 5.9% 





{Other Inorganics 
TOTAL INORGANICS 


Electronic Waste 
TOTAL SPECIAL WASTE 


32° 1.8% 0.525 34% 
22 13% 0500 32% 
87 50% 1400 8.0% 
193 11.1% 2500 16.1% 
334 19.2% 4.925 31.6% 
243 14.0% 0.925 5.9% 
20 12% 0.100 06% 
69 40% 0600 3.9% 
90 52% 0475 3.0% 
69 40% 0450 2.9% 
491 28.3% 2.550 16.4% 
16 0.9% 0150 1.0% 
123 7.1% 0.550 3.5% 
139 8.0% 0.700 4.5% 
9 05% 0.050 0.3% 

3 02% 0025 02% 
120.7% 0.075 0.5% 





TOTAL COMPOSITION 


4,737__100% 15.6 100% 


Total 2006-2007 Results for Site 


Avg. All Sites Columbia Difference 
Y% by Wt. % by Wt. 


% by Wt. 





8.20% 
5.17% 
3.66% 
6.40% 
10.20% 
33.63% 


BE7% 
3.95% 
2.96% 
4.75% 
11,06% 
31.38% 


0.47% 
-1,22% 
0.71% 
1.65% 
0.65% 
22.25% 














2,288 


18.00 100% 4,025 100% 33.6 100% 


100% 








Chart 1.3 - Columbia Results 2006-2007 vs. 1996-1997 


{Special Waste Category new in 2006-2007) 
15 1996-1997 % by Wt. 12006-2007 % by Wt. 











Chart 1.4- Columbia Results 2006-2007 vs. 2006-2007 Sort Average 











BAve. All Sites % by Wt. Columbia % by Wr, 




















Table 1.6 - Special Waste Sorted at Columbia Sanitary Landfill 












































Se ee ee ee Fall 2006 [Spring 2007 _] 
ELECTRONICS Se (ST 
Musical item (CD player, radio, boom box, etc. ee 
raver Ls | 
, VCR, DVD player, Game Stations, etc. I 
Remote Control or Game Controller PY several 
Electronic Toy or Game > en (ae 
omputer Hard Drive Saar 
Computer Monitor | 
omputer Keyboard ! 
computeriMouse fe fe et 
[Computer Printer 
romer Cartref 
‘elephone/Answering Machine a eee ee 
ell Phones, Chargers fp - 1-4 several of both 
[HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE (Containers with Contents) [| Cid 
Needies/Syringes) fe 
Paint, Thinner, etc. a 
nee eee 
i ee ee ee | 
{+21} 
ee een 
—— a man 
few 

ae eee ee eee 
ee ee ee | 
a 
aware) 

cig. Lighter 

Weight of Batteries Reported by RBRC 58.9 oz. 68.5 
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Appendix 2 
Courtney Ridge Landfill 


APPENDIX 2 ~ COURTNEY RIDGE LANDFILL 


Courtney Ridge Landfill is owned and operated by Allied Waste Incorporated. It is located along Highway 
291 north of I-70 in Sugar Creek, part of the northeastern Kansas City metropolitan area, Courtney Ridge is 
located in northern Jackson County near neighboring Clay County and is part of Solid Waste Management 
District E. 


Demographics: 





Jackson County Clay County 
Population 654,880 184,006 
Number of Households 266,501 72,613 
Average Household Size 2.42 2.5 
Median Household Income $39,277 $48,347 


Solid Waste Collection 
Various private and city haulers from the Kansas City metropolitan area service customers in the area of the 


Courtney Ridge Landfill. 


Solid Waste Disposal 

Courtney Ridge Landfill is owned and operated by Allied Waste. Tipping fees are $45 per ton and 299,505 
tons were received at this landfill during calendar year 2006. The Courtney Ridge Landfill operates in the 
city of Sugar Creek, 


Waste Reduction, Recycling, and Recovery Programs 

The Courtney Ridge Landfill provides recycling services to businesses and residents throughout the northern 
Kansas City metro area, specifically, southern Platte, Clay, and Ray counties and northern Jackson County. 
The landfill offers yard waste drop off and aluminum can recycling. All services are open to any resident or 
business who wants to use them regardless of city or state of origin. 





The city of Sugar Creek provides municipal solid waste services for its residents. Residents pay an annual fee 
which covers the following recycling services: curbside recycling, curbside yard waste recycling, HHW 
collection and bulky item pickup. The HHW collection event is the only service open to residents outside of 
Sugar Creek, Commercial recycling services are offered by many private haulers and recycling companies 
throughout the Sugar Creek and Kansas City metropolitan area, 


Courtney Ridge Landfill Sort Results 


Sampling information and composition results are listed in Tables 2.1 through 2.6 and exhibited in Charts 2.1 
through 2.4. Yard waste/leaves and sheetrock were noted in multiple loads during the spring sort. When 
comparing the categorical results to the 1996-1997 WCS, both Papers and Plastics had measurable 
differences, with Papers comprising 7.2% less of the weight and Plastics comprising 4.3% more of the waste 
than in the previous study. 
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When comparing Courtney Ridge results to the overall 2006-2007 study, the greatest variance was in the 
Organics category at 1.3% less than the average which is not substantial. Courtney Ridge had the highest 
percentage by weight in the Diapers subcategory(7.31) when compared to the other 2006-2007 sampled 
sites, as well as the highest percent by volume of High Grade Paper(8.4). The lowest percentage by weight 
was observed at Courtney Ridge in the categories and subcategories of Mixed Paper(8.64), Other 
Plastic(6.97), and Food Waste(13.15), as well as the lowest percentage by volume in Mixed Paper(10.6), 
Other Glass(.14), Food Waste(6.61), and Total Inorganics(2.06). 


Table 2.1 - Sample Summary - Courtney Ridge Sanitary Landfill 


Collection 
Location 
North Kansas City 
Independence 
Independence 
Gladstone 
Independence 
West Kansas City 
East Kansas City 
North Kansas City 





Total Fall 
Average 


Spring 2007 Sample Size Collection 
Sample # Weight(Ibs) Location 





300 f Independence 
225 A North Kansas City 
257 Jackson County 
352 : Independence 
235 i Kansas City ] 
197 c Independence | 
283 i Liberty 
318 A Independence | 
Total Spring 2167 f | 
Average 271 
| 
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Table 2.2 - Courtney Ridge Landfill Fall 2006 Sort Results 


VOL.(c.y.) | Avg.Vol.Per Load | %by Vol. _| 
7.7% 2475 0.272 


0.075 
0.275 
7.0% 


18 















Avg.Wt.Per Load 









147 


18.4 
a [se | 74 


170 21.3 
[620 | 
| 40 


° 
a 





5% 
9.8% 








0.1 
65 


0.019 





0.3% 


2 
be 


ols|a 


0.575 0.072 


0.075 0.009 





2.175 0.272 


7.9 0.275 12.0% 


e 
[3 


fadtinibalitnaaalva 














ee 2 











9.9 2.9% 
ape 0.128 
ther Organics 8.6 0.044 1.9% 
[| o.400 
Fines 0.025 
Other Inorganics 0.025 
HHW. [0.025 
Electronic Waste 
74 fons 
Sa) ay 
TOTAL 1908 100% 18.40 2.300 100% 
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Table 2.3 - Courtney Ridge Landfill Spring 2007 Sort Results 
























Avg.Vol 


VOL(c.y.) 
0.55 0.069 









% by Vol. 
| 17.4% | 


































































I.Per Load 
Magazines 66 025 | 003 | 1.4% ‘| 
Mixed Paper 182 228 84% 19 0.238 
IPAPERTOTAIS _—+(|_77z_| 965 —*«| ~— 356% | 707s | o.8sa | 
——— ee eee 
Brown Giass 50 23% 02 0.025 
0.8% 0.125 0.016 
lotherGiass | 0.2% 0025 [0.003 | atm | 
lotasstorais.——~«d Sits id] Sta «| Som | os | ors 8% 
[Aluminum Cans 37 46 [17% | 052 | 0066 | 2.9% | 
lOther Aluminum 6 08 [os% | 005 | 0005 | 03% | 
Non Ferrous 0 0.0 [22% | 2 0.000 
[Foodcans S| SC | 0.375 0.047 
lFerous | 7 | 09 | 03% | 005 | ooo | 
louftes | 2 | 03 | o4% | 0025 |  ooo3 | 
[MeTALToTALS——=Ssd| azt_—sd;S Sta |S S% | 8.028 0.128 
erat Ce ates Tose 
jworeea ese fae fos ae 
Plastic Film | 421 | 45% [195 | 0244 | 
lotherPlastic_ | 141 | 176 | 65% | 19 | 0238 | 
lpiastictorats | _3ss_| —aa.s S| =~ t6a% | 5.925 [| ovat | 
feoswexe {siz seg {tas fg) 
Wood Waste == [07% | 0075 | 0009 | 
lrewies SST tnd St |S | oss | 0086 
Dispos —__{ wos {art 48% } 2228} _o04_ 
5.6% 07 
[ORGANIC TOTALS | _6ss_| 19 «| ~— 30.2% | 2e2s | oss | 
Fines | —s__} os __} axe _} 025 | __.008 
[Other Inorganics [at [37% | 0325 | oo | 
INORGANIGTOTAS_|__@7__| 409 —«|—4.0% ~~ «| oss | one 
te el 
lElectronicWaste S| =| Y 
SPECIAL WASTE TOTALS Cd ee <A (Fas a 
st ee ee 
2167 100% 
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Chart 2.1- Courtney Ridge Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
Percentage by Weight 
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244935 a 
TTL TE 


TOTAL METALS 


W@Fall% by Wt. CiSpring % by Wt 











Chart 2.2 - Courtney Ridge Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
Percentage by Volume 














Cardboard 


Newsprint 
Magazines 


High Grade Paper 





Mixed Paper 


TOTALPAPER 


WFall% by Vol, Spring % by Vol. 





Erectronic Waste 


rorsrecaLwaste I 
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Table 2.4 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison for Courtney Ridge Landfill 1996-1997 to 2006-2007 


Fall Sort - 10/24-10/25/06 
Wt (ibs. by Wt Vol. 





ea) 
125 
326 
352 
1,392 


2 me 
3.1% 
8.0% 
8.6% 
U2M% 


; ef 
0.53 
3.05 
3.85 
13.88 











lOther Inorganics 
TOTAL INORGANICS 


13.7% 
414% 


12.5% 


5.6% 
3.1% 
8.0% 
8.6% 
U2% 
2.9% 


0.9% 
0.1% 
6.1% 
1.8% 
0.4% 
0.1% 
3.5% 
1.0% 
0.2% 


16.8% 


75% 
1,3% 
42% 
5.1% 
7.2% 
0.1% 
0.5% 
0.4% 
0.7% 
0.2% 
0.1% 
0.4% 
0.1% 
0.8% 
0.1% 
0.2% 
0.7% 








Electronic Waste 
TOTAL SPECIAL WASTE 


"NOTE: Courtney Ridge wes not sampied in 1996-1997 WCS. Comparisons used are results from nearest site from 1996-1997, Lee's Summit Landfill. 


15.2% 
1.0% 
3.7% 
4.8% 
41% 
28.8% 


13.2% 
0.7% 
44% 
7.3% 
47% 
30.3% 
0.7% 


3.5% 


2.0% 
0.3% 
0.7% 
25% 
0.6% 
1.5% 
-2.3% 
0.6% 
1.7% 
1.3% 


2.1% 





Table 2.5 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison Courtney Ridge Landfill 
Site to 2006-2007 Overall Average 




















5.30 

5.6% 1,15 
125 3.1% 053 
326 8.0% 3.05 
3.85 















\Cardboara 
Newsprint 
Magazines 

High Grade Paper 
Mixed Paper 
TOTAL PAPER 
Clear Glass 
Brown Glass 
Green Glass 
Other Glass 
TOTAL GLASS 
Aluminum Cans 
Other Aluminum 
Non Ferrous 
||Food Cans 
Ferrous 
Oil filters 


3.13 
117) 5.4% 055 31% 

66 3.0% 025 14% 
193 B9% 125 7.0% 
1.90 








































HDPE #2 
Plastic Film 
Other Plastic 









































(TOTAL COMPOSITION 





4,075 100% 36.3 


6E 








Chart 2.3 - Courtney Ridge Results 2006-2007 vs. 1996-1997 
(Special Waste Category new in 2006-2007) 
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Chart 2.4 - Courtney Ridge Results 2006-2007 vs. 
2006-2007 Sort Average 
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Table 2.6 - Special Waste Sorted at Courtney Ridge Landfill 












Fall 2006 
ELECTRONICS 
lusical item (CD player, radio, boom box, etc. 
mall Appliances (toaster, clock, coffee maker, calculator/adding 
aching, elec. tooth brush, etc.) 
_ VCR, DVD player, Game Stations, etc. 
emote Control or Game Controller 
lectronic Toy or Game 
computer Hard Drive 





: 
) 


[7 


3 


| 


‘omputer Keyboard 

computer Mouse 

computer Printer 

‘oner Cartridge 
elephone/Answering Machine 
‘ell Phones, Chargers 


z 


IOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE (Containers with Con' 
jeedies/Syringes 

aint, Thinner, etc. 
Automotive Fluids (oil, fuel, starting fluid, etc. 


Full Bottle 








[Household Cleaners 

‘ard & Garden Spray, Powder, etc. 
insect & Animal Repellant Spray, Powder, Poison, etc. 
Over The Counter & Prescription Medicine 
Beauty & Hygiene Products 
Disposable Razors 
Alkaline Batteries 
Lithium & Other Batteries 
Smoke Alarm. 





Several 





| 





Weight of Batteries Reported by RBRC 27.6 oz. 40.7 a2. 
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Appendix 3 
Lee’s Sammit Landfill 


APPENDIX 3 - LEE’S SUMMIT SANITARY LANDFILL 


Lee’s Summit Sanitary Landfill is owned and operated by the city of Lee’s Summit south of Highway 50 and 
291. Lee’s Summit is part of the southeastern Kansas City metropolitan area. Lee’s Summit Landfill is 
located in southern Jackson County near neighboring Cass County which is part of Solid Waste Management 
District E. 


Demographics: 


City of Lee’s Summit Jackson County 
Population 71,074 654,880 
Number of Households 26,546 266,501 
Average Household Size 2.65 2.42 
Median Household Income $60,905 $39,277 


Solid Waste Collection 
Various private and city haulers from the Kansas City metropolitan area service customers in the area of the 


Lee’s Summit Sanitary Landfill. Six private haulers who serve the city’s residential customers are required by 
the city to offer curbside recycling. Commercial recycling services are offered by many private haulers and 
recycling companies throughout the Lee’s Summit and Kansas City metropolitan area. 


Solid Waste Disposal 
Lee’s Summit Sanitary Landfill is owned and operated by the city of Lee’s Summit. Tipping fees are $31.11 


per ton and 92,728 tons were received at this landfill during calendar year 2006. 


Waste Reduction, Recycling, and Recovery Programs 
The Lee’s Summit landfill, which opened in 1984, is part of the city’s Resource Recovery Park which provides 


many recycling services to residents and businesses in the southeastern region of the Kansas City 
metropolitan area, specifically, southern Jackson County and northern Cass County. From the 1990s until 
now the park has added the following services: a drop-off recycling center, a yard waste collection center, 
an HHW collection facility, large appliance recycling and a clean wood waste recycling program. The drop-off 
recycling, yard waste and clean wood waste recycling programs are open to any resident or business who 
wants to use them regardless of city or state of origin, The appliance recycling program is open to residents 
only. The HHW collection facility is open only to Missouri residents from Platte, Clay, Ray, Jackson and Cass 
counties. Over 74,000 pounds of HHW was received at the facility in 2006. 


City Scrap Metal, a private recycling company, also offers a wide array of recycling options for residents and 
businesses in the area. They recycle large appliances, scrap metal and common household recyclable items. 


Lee's Summit Sanita indfill Sort Resui 


Sampling information and composition results are listed in Tables 3.1 through 3.6 and exhibited in Charts 3.1 
through 3.4. The sorters remarked that yard waste was found in two of the spring samples. Comparing the 
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Lee's Summit results with the 1996-1997 WCS results at this site, the categories having significant 
differences include Paper ( 7.7% less), Plastics(3.8% more) and Organics(5.9% more.) 


Compared to the 2006-2007 overall sort average, the only category with substantial variance is Organics, 
which tallied 3.1% more than the average, By category and subcategory, Lee’s Summit had the highest 
percentage by volume of Magazines(2.46) and Total Organics(19.66) when compared to the other 2006- 
2007 sampled sites. Further, Lee’s Summit had the lowest percentage by weight of Total Glass(4.36) and 
Household Hazardous Waste(.44). 


Table 3.1 - Sample Summary - Lee's Summit Sanitary Landfill 


| Fall 2006 Sample Size Composition Collection 
| Sample # Weight(Ibs. Volu Res. Comm. Location 
Kansas City 
Lee's Summit 
John Knox Village 
Lee's Summit 
Blue Springs 
Grain Valley 
Oak Grove 
Blue Springs 
Total Fall 
Average 


Lee's Summit 
Lee's Summit 
Lee's Summit/Raytown 
Grandview 
Jackson County 
Blue Springs 
Blue Springs 
Blue Springs 
Total Spring 
Average 


Site Total 4110 33.6 
Average 257 21 90% 10% 


Estimated Waste (Ibs.) Accepted at Site During Sample 
Periods : 1,824,157 
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Table 3.2 - Lee's Summit Landfill Fall 2006 Sort Results 







































a [VOL.(c.y.)| Avg.Vol.Per Load | % by Vol.| 
ae a 
== aa | o65 | 0081 | 46% | 
[150] 6.9% | 0575 | 0072 | 4.0% | 
[ns | 5.3% | 0775 | 0097 | 5.4% | 
| 145 | 0181 «| 40.2% | 
=e | [sas | o6aa [36.1% | 
| 0325 [0.041 | 2.3% _| 
[as [ o2 [ 002 | 1.4% | 
==) Eo 0.075 0.009 0.5% 
[oa 0.2% | 0.025 0.003 0.2% 
[za] 5.7% | 0.625 0.078 4.4% 
P34 | te% | 035 | 0044 | 25% | 
| os | 03% | oo5 [| 000 | 0.4% | 
[os | 03% | 005 [ 0.006 | 0.4% | 
[65 | 3.0% | o4 | 0050 | 20% | 
[is | os% | 0125 | oor | 0.9% | 
joilfiters poe fgg fem 0.0% 
P= st Ties 0.122 6.8% 
| 45 | 2% | 04s [005s | 
JHDPE#2 i [36 S| 4.7% | 0475 | o0se | 
[es | 3.4% | 4425 | oii | 7. 
[6s | 7.6% | 1675 | 0.209 ‘| 

| 343 | 14.4% | 3.725 | o4es | 

38.5 i 1.5 
Textiles 115 14.4 

[Other Organics | 40 | 23% | 0.25 | 

[ORGANICTOTALS _—i|_—647_| | 37.3% | 3.45 | 

[Fines S| 1S [ 09% | o1 | 

[Other Inorganics | 24 | 1.4% | 0.15 | 

INORGANIC TOTALS | 39_—| | 2.2% | 0.25 | 

fHHW CT [ 04% | 0.05 | 

[0.9% | 0.05 _| 

[SPECIAL WASTE TOTALS| 22 _| [ 4aa% | oa | 

1736 





Table 3.3 - Lee's Summit Landfill Spring 2007 Sort Results 
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Oil filters 
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Chart 3.1 - Lee's Summit Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
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Chart 3.2- Lee's Summit Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
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Table 3.4 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison Lee's Summit Landfill 1996-1997 to 2006-2007 





127 
112 
120 

92 
125 
576 


73% 
65% 
6.9% 
5.3% 
72% 
33.2% 


Ibs.) %by Wt_Vol.(cy) 
80% 453 





3.4% 
1.6% 
0.5% 





ges oRslstaess 


3 
7 
9 











Electronic Waste 
OTAL SPECIAL WASTE 














Table 3.5 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison Lee's Summit Landfill 
Site to 2006-2007 Overall Average 


Fall Sort - 10/23-10/24/06 Spring Sort - 6/5-6/6/07 Total 2006-2007 Results for Site Avg. All Sites Lee's Summit Difference 
Wt(ibe.) eby Wt Vol, “by Vol. Wtilbs.) Yeby Wt. Vol.(cy) Yby Vol Wt(ibe.) ‘by Wt Vol. by Vol. % by Wt. % by Wt. % by Wt. 


127-0 7.3% =1.70 202 8.5% 2.83 329° «B.0% 864.63 8.20% 8.0% 


Aluminum Cans 
Other Aluminum 


Other Inorganics 
OTAL INORGANICS 
IHHW 
Electronic Waste 
TOTAL SPECIAL WASTE 


0.7% 
[TOTAL COMPOSITION 1,736 100% 14.3 100% 2,374 100% 19.30 100% 4110 100% 33.6 100% 


112 


6.5% 


120 6.9% 
92 5.3% 
125 (7.2% 
576 33.2% 
3.4% 

1.6% 
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Chart 3.3 - Lee's Summit Results 2006-2007 vs. 1996-1997 
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BAvg. All Sites %by Wt. OLee's Summit % by Wt. 





Table 3.6 - Special Waste Sorted at Lee's Summit Landfill 
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Appendix 4 
Maple Hill (Macon) Landfill 


APPENDIX 4 — HILL (MA IDF 


The Maple Hill landfill in Macon County is owned and operated by Veolia Environmental Services. It is 
located west of Macon just off of Highway 36. The landfill receives waste from the north central and mid- 
central areas of the state and is located in Solid Waste Management District G. 


Demographics: 
City of Macon Macon County 
Population 5,423 15,762 
Number of Households 2,385 6,494 
Average Household Size 2.16 2.38 
Median Household Income $26,738 $30,195 


Solid Waste Collection 

Collection services for the area served by Maple Hill Landfill are primarily provided by Veolia Environmental 
Services. There are also some private haulers and municipalities that provide their own collection service 
prior to delivering the waste to Maple Hill. 


Solid Waste Disposal 

The service area for the Maple Hill Landfill spans several counties in Solid Waste Management District B, C, 
and G. Further, waste is transferred to Maple Hill from stations beyond these districts. Current public 
tipping fees are $40.50 per ton and 179,006 tons were disposed in this landfill during calendar year 2006. 


Waste Reduction, Recycling, and Recovery Programs 

The service area of the Maple Hill Landfill is primarily rural, A drop-off recycling program is offered in 
Kirksville and the city of Moberly utilizes a pay as you throw trash service combined with a curbside recycling 
program. 


Maple Hill (Macon) Landfill Sort Results 

Sampling information and composition results are listed in Tables 4.1 through 4.6 and exhibited in Charts 4.1 
through 4.4, Nothing extraordinary was noted by the sorters during the Macon sort. When comparing 
Macon'’s results with the 1996-1997 WCS results, two categories had significant changes, those being Paper 
(3.8% less) and Inorganics (3.2% more.) 


Comparing Macon’s composition to the overall 2006-2007 WCS average, the greatest variance was in the 
Inorganics, with 2.1% more than the average. This was due to broken sheet rock found in two of the loads 
during the fall sort. Macon’s sort resulted in the highest percentage by weight of Other Inorganics(5.16) 
and Total Inorganics(6.28) when compared to the other 2006-2007 sampled sites, as well as the highest 
percentage by volume of Brown Glass(1.48), Green Glass(1.06), Total Glass(5.43), Food Cans(3.11), Total 
Metals(9.1), Textiles(4.59), Other Inorganics(2.75), and Total Inorganics(3.67). The lowest percentage by 
volume of categories and subcategories was recorded at Macon for Total Paper(34.37) and Total 
Plastic(28.58). 
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Table 4.1 - Sample Summary - Maple Hill (Macon) Landfill 


Fall 2006 
Sample # Weig 
Huntsville 
Moberly 
Moberly 
Moberly 
Moberly 
Harrisburg 
Marceline 
Moberly 
Total Fall 
Average 


Edina 
Callao 
Moberly 
Kirksville 
Kirksville 
Huntsville 
Rural Linn County 
Kirksville 
Total Spring 
Average 


Site Total 
| __ Average 264 2.2 87% 13% 


Estimated Waste (Ibs.) Accepted at Site During Sample Periods 3,521,430 
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Table 4.2 - Maple Hill (Macon) Landfill Fall 2006 Sort Results 
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Table 4.3 - Maple Hill (Macon) Landfill Spring 2007 Sort Results 
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Table 4.4 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison for Maple Hill Landfill at Macon 
1996-1997 to 2006-2007 
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Table 4.6 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison Maple Hill (Macon) Landfill 
Site to 2006-2007 Overall Average 
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Chart 4.3 - Macon Results 2006-2007 vs. 1996-1997 
(Special Waste Category new in 2006-2007) 
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Chart 4.4 - Macon Results 2006-2007 vs. 2006-2007 Sort Average 
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Table 4.6 - Special Waste Sorted at Maple Hill (Macon) Landfill 
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Appendix 5 
Maryville Transfer Station 


APPENDIX 5 — il FER STA 


The city of Maryville operates a transfer station for solid waste bulking and shipment. The transfer station is 
located on Business 71 on the north side of Maryville in Nodaway County which is part of Solid Waste 
Management District A. 


Demographics: 
Marwille Nodaway County 
Population 10,525 21,912 
Number of Households 3,878 8,164 
Average Household Size 2.14 2.33 
Median Household Income $29,043 $31,781 
Solid Waste Collection 


A variety of private haulers are in business collecting solid waste in Maryville and the surrounding area. 
Some private haulers offer curbside recycling collection at incremental costs. 


Solid Waste Disposal 

The waste received at the Maryville Transfer Station is bulked and hauled to a Hamm Landfill in Prairie, 
Kansas. The Maryville Transfer Station receives an average of 50 tons per day, and has a current tipping fee 
of $50 per ton. 


Waste Reduction, Recycling, and Recovery Programs 

The city of Maryville residents voted against retaining curbside recycling service shortly after the turn of the 
century and the city closed its recycling facility. Northwest Missouri State University is located in Maryville 
and processes fiber recycling collected locally. Drop-off recycling is limited in surrounding areas and there is 
limited curbside recycling collection available by private haulers throughout the solid waste district. 





Maryville operates a mulch and compost facility adjacent to the transfer station. 


The solid waste management district offers periodic tire collections as well as household hazardous waste 
collections. 


Maryville Transfer Station Sort Results 


Sampling information and composition results are listed in Tables 5.1 through 5.6 and exhibited in Charts 5.1 
through 5.4. Comparing Maryville’s results to the 1996-1997 WCS results for the site, all categories have 
increased as a percentage of weight except Organics and Inorganics. By category, the increases are Paper 
2.7%, Glass .9%, Metals 1.7%, and Plastic 2.9%. Broken down further, increases in commonly recycled 
products included in these summarizing categories are as follows: Cardboard 4.1%, Newsprint 1%, 
Magazines 1.1%, High Grade Paper 5.2%, Aluminum Cans 1.4%, Food Cans 1.4%, and PET #1 Plastics 2%. 
This information is significant because at the time of the 1996-1997 WCS, the city of Maryville had a 
mandated curbside recycling program that was discontinued in the early 2000's. Whereas the Northwest 
Missouri State University continues to operate a progressive recycling and biomass fuel pelletizing program, 
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it appears the composition of Maryville’s waste reflects a negative change due to the elimination of the 
residential curbside program. 


When compared to the overall 2006-2007 sort average, however, the Maryville results are very near the 
average, with the greatest variances being in Paper (2.5% less) and Organics(2.4% more.) These numbers 
represent little difference from the rest of the state’s composition. Comparing by categories and 
subcategories to the other sites sampled in 2006-2007, Maryville had the greatest percentage by weight of 
Textiles(6.64) while having the lowest percentage by weight in Magazines(2.77), Mixed Paper(8.64), Total 
Paper(31.16) and the lowest percentage by volume of Magazines(1.21). 


Table 5.1 - Sample Summary - Maryville Transfer Station 


Fall 2006 Collection 
Sample # Location 
i Maryville 
Maryville 
Rural-east of Maryville 
NW MO State U & area 
Maryville 
Maryville 
Tarkio/Wilcox area 
Mound City & rural sw of Maryville 





Total Fall 
Average 


Collection 
Location 
Conception Junction 
Rural Maryville area 
Maryville 
Maryville 
Maryville 
Route 136 area 
Maryville 
Maryville 





Total Spring 
Average 
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Table 5.2 - Maryville Transfer Station Fall 2006 Sort Results 
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Table 5.3 - Maryville Transfer Station Spring 2007 Sort Results 
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Chart 5.2 - Maryville Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 


Chart 5.1 - Maryville Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
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Table 5.4 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison 
Maryville Transfer Station 1996-1997 to 2006-2007 
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Fall Sort - 10/27-10/28/06 
by Wt. Vol, 


Wt (Ibs. 
154 

70 

68 

154 

169 
805 


335 
v7 
65 

105 
63 

585 


Other Inorganics 

TOTAL INORGANICS 4 
26 
37 
63 


B.0% 
3.7% 
3.6% 
8.0% 
8.3% 
31.6% 


2.33 
0.38 
0.25 
1.78 
1.78 


197 
12 

a4 
113 
191 
657 


9.2% 
5.2% 
21% 
5.3% 
8.9% 
30.8% 





2.3% 
1.6% 
0.6% 
0.3% 
49% 
17% 
0.3% 
0.6% 
3.9% 


5.3% 
7.3% 
17.8% 
17.5% 
0.9% 
3.4% 
5.5% 
3.3% 
30.6% 
0.9% 
3.0% 
3.9% 
1.4% 
1.9% 
3.3% 


0.20 
0.20 
0.13 
0.05 
0.58 
0.40 
0.05 
0.10 
0.63 


1.80 
2.13 


1,48 
0.05 
043 
0.63 
0.38 
2.96 
0.10 
0.43 
0.53 
0.20 
0.18 
0.38 


0.6% 
24% 
3.0% 





TOTAL COMPOSITION 1,914 


99 


100% 


17.8 


29 


79 
170 
td 
415 

29 
204 

i) 

69 
792 

10 

58 

68 

18 

35 

53 


26% 
1.4% 
0.4% 
0.3% 
4.7% 
22% 
01% 
0.3% 
2.2% 
0.8% 
0.0% 
5.7% 
26% 
1.9% 
3.7% 
8.0% 
16.1% 
19.4% 
1.4% 
96% 
3.5% 
3.2% 
37.1% 
05% 
27% 
3.2% 
0.8% 
1.8% 
2.5% 


275 
0.65 
0.18 
073 
2.23 


0.18 
0.13 
0.03 
0.03 
0.35 
0.63 
0.03 
0.05 
0.30 
0.13 
1.13 
0.95 
0.88 
1.53 
2.28 


1,50 
0.20 
0.90 
0.28 
0.25 
3.43 
0.08 
0.23 


0.10 
0.15 
0.26 


Total 2006-2007 Results for Site 
by Wt._Vol. 
5. 


Avg. All Sites Maryville Difference 
b Ye by Wt. % by Wt. 

















Chart 5.3 - Maryville Results 2006-2007 vs. 1996-1997 
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Chart 5.4 - Maryville Results 2006-2007 vs. 2006-2007 Sort Average 
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Table 5.6 - Special Waste Sorted at Maryville Transfer Station 


0 
I item (CD player, radio, boom box, etc. 
‘Small Appliances (toaster, clock, coflee maker, calculator/adding 
ching, elec. tooth brush, etc. 
VCR, DVD player, Game Stations, etc. 











aia. Thinner; eto 
Household Cleaners 
‘ard & Garden Spray, Powder, etc. 
insect & Animal Repe! 
O @ 
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Appendix 6 
O’Fallon Transfer Station 


APPENDIX 6 ~ O'FALLON TRANSFER STATION 


The O'Fallon Transfer Station is owned and operated by the city of O'Fallon. It is located just north of I-70 
near Exit 216 in O'Fallon which is located in St. Charles County, part of Solid Waste Management District L. 


O'Fallon i unt 
Population 45,888 283,883 
Number of Households 15,369 101,826 
Average Household Size 2.96 2.76 
Median Household Income $60,179 $57,258 
Solid Wi df 


Solid Waste Collection in the O'Fallon area is primarily provided by the city of O’Fallon. The city also collects 
curbside recycling then bulks it for transfer to a material recovery facility. 


Solid Waste Disposal 
The Transfer Station processes approximately 130 tons per day. Most of the waste is brought in by city of 


O'Fallon collection vehicles, but also from private haulers and individuals. The public tipping fee is $32.50 
per ton. The material is bulked and transported to the Fred Weber Landfill. 


Waste Re jon, Recycling, and Recovery Pt 

Various recycling opportunities are available to the residents of St. Charles County. Most of the 
communities have curbside recycling. Drop-off recycling is available to St. Charles County residents in 
various locations as well. 


‘FallonT a ie Re 
Sampling information and composition results are listed in Tables 6.1 through 6.6 and exhibited in Charts 6.1 
through 6.4. Nothing extraordinary was noted by the sorters during the O'Fallon sort except “very few milk 
jugs.” When comparing the O'Fallon 2006-2007 sort results with the 1996-1997 WCS, the categories with 
the most change were Papers (4.4% less) and Organices (4.9% more). 


Compared to the overall 2006-2007 sort average, O'Fallon’s greatest variance was in the Organics and 
Plastic categories with 4.5% more and 2.9% less, respectively. Relating O’Fallon’s category and subcatory 
results with the other sites sampled in 2006-2007, O'Fallon experienced the highest percentage by weight of 
Other Organics(7.28) and Total Organics(36.05) and the highest percentage by volume of PET #1 
Plastic(6.23) and Other Organics(4.09) while having the lowest percentage by weight of Cardboard(6.77), 
Clear Glass(2.07), Total Metals(4.58), HDPE #2 Plastic(1.28), Plastic Film(3.24), Total Plastic(14.3) and 
Electronic Waste(.29%) as well as having the lowest percentage by volume in HDPE #2 Plastic(2.7), and 
Plastic Film(7.81). 
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Table 6.1 - Sample Summary - O'Fallon Transfer Station 


Sample # WeightiIbs) Vol Res. Comm. Location 
City of O'Fallon 
City of O'Fallon 
City of O'Fallon 
City of O'Fallon 
City of O'Fallon 


City of O'Fallon 
City of O'Fallon 


Total Fall 
Average 


City of O'Fallon 
City of O'Fallon 
City of O'Fallon 
City of O'Fallon 
City of O'Fallon 
Lake St. Louis 
City of O'Fallon 








Estimated Waste (Ibs.) Accepted at Site During Sample Periods 





Table 6.2 - O'Fallon Transfer Station Fall 2006 Sort Results 
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Table 6.3 - O'Fallon Transfer Station Spring 2007 Sort Results 
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PECIAL WASTE TOTALS: 
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Chart 6.1- O'Fallon Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
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Chart 6.2 - O'Fallon Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
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Table 6.4 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison 
City of O'Fallon Transfer Station 1996-1997 to 2006-2007 


Fall Sort - 10/5-10/6/06 


Wt (Ibs.) 


Wt Vol. b 


"1996-1997 
by Wt. 


2008-2007 
% by Wt. 








175 
3.40 


7.10% 
10.00% 
4.00% 
3.80% 
13.20% 
38.10% 








Electronic Waste 
TOTAL SPECIAL WASTE 








3.68 
8.08 











6.77% 
5.90% 
414% 
5.51% 
10.39% 
33.71% 


0.82% 
0.29% 
4.19% 





Table 6.5 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison O'Fallon Transfer Station 
Site to 2006-2007 Overall Average 





91 
67 
97 
172 
525 


61% 
45% 
6.5% 
11.5% 
35.2% 





Other Organics 
‘OTAL ORGANICS 


13 
35 
124 
208 
288 
13 
43 
91 
132 
567 


1.0% 
0.1% 


15% 
05% 
0.0% 


24% 
0.9% 
2.3% 
8.3% 
13.9% 
19.3% 
0.9% 
2.9% 
6.1% 
BB% 
38.0% 


1.63 
0.60 
0.20 
0.80 
1.65 
4.88 


0.08 


075 
0.28 
0.75 
1.88 
3.65 
1.10 
0.08 
0.35 
0.38 
0.68 
2.58 


630 


103 


49 
3] 
76 
126 
262 


6.9% 
5.7% 
3.9% 
65% 
9.5% 
32.6% 
1.7% 
2.1% 
1.0% 
04% 
5.2% 
1.6% 
05% 
0.2% 
2.7% 
0.6% 
0.0% 
5.6% 
2.5% 
1.6% 
3.0% 
6.5% 
14.6% 


1.93 
0.53 
0,25 
0.95 
1.75 
6.40 
0.20 
0.20 
0.15 
0.10 
0.65 
0.40 
0.13 
0.05 
0.28 
0.13 


Total 2006-2007 Results for Site 
bs.) ‘Wt Vol. 

677% 3.55 
5.90% 113 
414% 0.46 
651% 175 

10.39% 3.40 

33.71% 10.28 _ 38.23% 
2.07% 
1.61% 
0.85% 
041% 
4.93% 


0.12% 
2.22% 
0.55% 0.20 
0.00% 
4.58% 1.65 





0.93 
0.45 
1,35 
1.70 
4.43 





327 
23 
81 

116 

121 

668 


16.9% 
1.2% 
4.2% 
6.0% 
6.3% 

34.6% 


1.08 
0.08 
0.40 
0.48 
0.43 
2.45 


2.48% 1.68 
128% 073 
3.24% 2.10 
7.30% 3.58 
14.30% __ 8.08 
17.95% 218 
1.05% 0,15 
3.62% 075 
6.04% 0.85 
7.38% 1,10 
36.05% 5.03 


Avg. All Sites O'Fallon Difference 
SebyWt by Wt. % by Wt 


8.20% 
5.17% 
3.66% 
6.40% 
10,20% 
33.63% 
2.71% 
1.77% 
0.63% 
0.32% 
5.44% 
1.59% 
0.34% 
0.23% 
2.93% 
0.87% 
0,08% 
6.04% 
2.55% 
1.90% 
4.82% 
7.98% 
17.25% 
17.22% 
1.18% 
4.73% 
5.48% 
2.97% 
31.59% 


6.77% 
5.90% 
414% 
6.51% 
10.38% 
33.71% 
2.07% 
1.61% 
0.85% 
0.41% 
4.93% 
1.34% 
0.35% 
0.12% 
2.22% 
0.55% 
0.00% 
458% 
248% 
1.28% 
3.24% 
7.30% 
14.30% 
17, 95% 
1.05% 
3.62% 
6.04% 
7.38% 
36.05% 


14% 
0.7% 
0.5% 
0.1% 
0.2% 
0.1% 
0.6% 
0.2% 
0.2% 
0.1% 
0.5% 
0.2% 
0.0% 
0.1% 
0.7% 
0.3% 
0.1% 
1.5% 
0.1% 
06% 
-1,.6% 
0.7% 
2.9% 
0.7% 
01% 
1% 
0.6% 
4.4% 
4.5% 


0.13 1% 2200 1.1% 
Other Inorganics aa 29% 013 1% 98 5.1% 0.30 ‘ 142 
‘OTAL INORGANICS 62 4.2% 0.25 2%. 120 6.2% 0.50 182 
07% 0.03 7 08% 0.10 
03% 0.03 6 03% 0.05 
OTAL SPECIAL WASTE .! 0.05 0%| 23 1.2% 0.15 1 0% 


4.17% = =0.33. 
4.14% 043 
5.31% 0.75 
0.82% 013 
0.29% 

1.41% 0.20 


0.93% 
3.21% 
4.14% 
0.02% 
0.99% 
1.91% 


VAT 0.2% 
4.14% 0.0% 
5.31% 1.2% 
0.82% 0.8% 
0.29% 0.3% 
141% 0.8% 


0. 47%) 
0.28% 
0.74% 








TOTAL COMPOSITION 1,933 100% 1455 100% 3,426 100% 100% 100% 100% 0% 
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Chart 6.3 - O'Fallon Results 2006-2007 vs. 1996-1997 | 
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Table 6.6 - Special Waste Sorted at O'Fallon Transfer Station 


p . Game Stations, etc. 
Remote Control or Game Controller 














\utomotive Fluids (ail, fuel, q fluid, etc.) 








pray, Powder, etc. 




















Appendix 7 


Osage Beach Transfer Station 


APPENDIX 7 ~ OSAGE BEACH TRANSFER STATION 


The Osage Beach Transfer Station is owned and operated by Allied Waste, Incorporated. It is located at the 
intersection of Highway 54 and Highway Y in Camden County which is in Solid Waste Management District T. 


Demographics: 
Osage Beach Camden County 
Population 3,583 37,051 
Number of Households 1,664 15,740 
Average Household Size 2.07 2.31 
Median Household Income $38,448 $35,840 
Solid We 


Allied Waste is the primary collector in the Osage Beach Transfer Station service area. A few other private 
haulers bring waste to this facility as well. Recycling collection in the solid waste district is only by drop-off 
containers. 


Solid Waste Disposal 
The material received at the Osage Beach transfer station is bulked and hauled to the Allied Waste Landfill in 


Jefferson City. The current public tonnage fee is $52.50 per ton and an average 260 tons per day are 
processed through this transfer station. 


Waste Reduction, Recycling, and Recovery Programs 
Drop off recycling sites are available in some of the lake area communities. Otherwise, recycling is limited in 


this service area. 


Osage Beach Transfer Stati Re 

Sampling information and composition results are listed in Tables 7.1 through 7.6 and exhibited in Charts 7.1 
through 7.4. Nothing extraordinary was noted by the sorters during the Osage Beach sort. Compared to the 
1996-1997 WCS, Osage Beach had the largest variances in the Plastic (4.8% more) and Organics (4.7% less) 
categories as well as having 2.1% less Paper than in the previous study. 


When compared to the overall 2006-2007 average, however, the Organics category was 4.4% less and 
represented the widest spread of difference by weight. The Osage Beach Transfer Station had the largest 
percentage by weight compared to the other 2006-2007 sampled sites in Brown Glass(2.48), Green 
Glass(1.13), Total Glass(7.08), Aluminum Cans(2), Electronic Waste(2.3), and Total Special Waste(3.5) as well 
as having the highest percentage by volume for Aluminum Cans(3.08), Electronic Waste(1.15) and Total 
Special Waste(2.08), The lowest percentage by weight in the Diaper subcategory(4.33) was also at the 
Osage Beach Transfer Station. 


The Osage Beach Transfer Station is located in the high tourist and weekend home communities of the Lake 
of the Ozarks region. The abundance of glass and aluminum beverage containers would be consistent with 
this demographic paired with the limited availability of recycling services. 
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Table 7.1 - Sample Summary - Osage Beach Transfer Station 


Rural Hwy Y area 
Rural Hwy Y area 
Linn Creek 
KK, Tan-Tar-A 
Hwy 54, 56 & KK 
Lebanon 
Lebanon 
Camdenton 


Lebanon 
Camdenton 
Brumley 


Camdenton 
Osage Beach 
: Rural Eldridge 
8 . Sunrise Beach & Rural Camdenton 
Total Spring 
Average 


1 
2 
3 
4 z Rural Camdenton & HH 
5 
6 
£ 


Site Total i ce | 
Averag 250 22 8% 11% . 


Estimated Waste (Ibs.) Accepted at Site During Sample Periods 
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Table 7.2 - Osage Beach Transfer Station Fall 2006 Sort Results 
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Table 7.3 - Osage Beach Transfer Station Spring 2007 Sort Results 
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Chart 7.1 - Osage Beach Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
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Table 7.4 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison 
Osage Beach Transfer Station 1996-1997 to 2006-2007 


Fall Sort - 11/8-11/9/06 1996-1997 2006-2007 Difference 
Wi libs.) "eby Wt Vol.(cy) "by Vol. . (cy) ‘by Vol. bs.) "by Wt b i %ebyWt  % by Wt.__% by Wt. 

79% 205 , ! 856% 478 8.10% 8.58% 
49% 064 448% 1.01 6.70% 448% 
38% 035 . 0.28 415% 063 3.50% 4.15% 
60% 1.18 é 1,18 595% 2.35 440% 5.95% 
99% 1.68 5 970% 4.10 12.20% 9.70% 
32.5% 5.89 . 33.2% . .! 32.85% 12.86 .f 4.00% 32.85% 

29% 0.20 28% 

23% 023 28% 

12% 0.20 1.0% 

08% 0.15 . 0.5% 

7.2% 0.78 x 7.0% 








a Beaga 


o8atss 


112 
82 
i 130 i 215 368 
1.83 f 168 . f v7 4,08 
16.6% 4.88 412 19.6% 6.30 726 18.15% 11.18 
17.5% 1.23 4 292 13.9% 1.20 20.50% 15.60% 
08% 0.13 i 7 08% 0.08 F . 0.80% 0.83% 
Ww 53% 065 i 3.50% 4.58% 
9 847% 043 3.70% 433% 
27 13% 0.26 J 3.40% 1.85% 
546 25.9% 2.63 i i fs I 31.90% 27.18% i 
13% 020 23 11% «6015 47 118% 0.35 3.10% 1.18% “1.9% 
|Other Inorganics 52. 27% 0.30 52 25% 023 F 104 = 260% 0.53 E 0.90% 2.60% 1.7% 
TOTAL INORGANICS 76 4.0% 0.50 753.8% 0.38 y 154 3.78% 0.88 . 4.00% 3.78% 0.2% 
HW 35 (1.8% «023 13 06% 0.10 48 1.20% 0.33 ne 1.20% 12% 
Electronic Waste 27) 14% 020 65 31% 0.20 92 230% 0.40 230% 2.3% 
TOTAL SPECIAL WASTE 623.3% 0.43 78 3.7% 0.30 J 140 3.50% 0.73 3.50% 3.5% 


romcourosmon sass 0m 168 sos 100% 1830 








Table 7.5 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison Osage Beach Transfer Station 
Site to 2006-2007 Overall Average 


tre aa) Fall Sort - 11/8-11/9/06 Avg. All Sites Osage Beach Difference 
WL(ibe.) %by Wt. Vol.(cy) %b 5 b EG % by Wt ° by Wt. ‘h by We 

149° «79% 862.05 ; 194 . 3 478 8.20% 6.58% 
49% 064 i 87 «841% 0.38 : 1.01 5.17% 448% 
72 38% 0,36 5 94 845% 0.28 ‘ i 0.63 3.66% 415% 
114 6.0% = 1.18 124 59% 1.18 2.35 y 6.40% 5.96% 
188 «9.9% 1.68 200 95% 243 . ‘ 10.20% 9.70% 
615 32.5% 699 33.2% 6.98 . 33.63% 32.85% 
28% 0,20 F r 2.83% 
26% 0.20 K 2.48% 
10% 0.10 E 1.13% 
0.15 i 0.5% 0.05 x 0.65% 
7.2% 5 7.0% 0.55 K f E . 7.08% 
21% 053 i 19% 0.55 K 2.00% 
1.0% 0.20 04% 010 . i 0,65% 
08% 0.15 0.9% 0.08 . E . 0.85% 
29% 040 2.0% 0.36 2.90% 
1.2% 0.18 0.8% 0.08 . 0.95% 
0.1% 003 0.2% 0.03 . i i . 0.13% 
448 .f 7.1% 1.18 E A TABBY. 

32% 076 25% 0868 A 112 . { 2.55% 2.80% 0.3% 

21% 078 2.0% 0.80 ; 62 i i 1.90% 2.05% 0.2% 

45% 1,50 130 6.2% 238 ‘ 215 482% 5.38% 0.6% 

120 68% 183 188 BO% = 2.25 a 317 7.98% 7.93% 01% 

314 16.6% 4.88 E 412 10.6% __ 6.30 726 18.15% 11.18 .! 17.25% 18.15% 0.9% 
332 17.5% = =1,23 292 13.9% 1.20 x 624 1560% 243 i 17.22% 15.60% 
16 08% 013 17 (0.8% = 0.08 . 33 083% 0.20 1.19% 083% 
72 3.8% 0.50 14 53% O65 . 183 458% 115 2 473% 458% 
74 3.9% 0.48 i 98 47% 043 . 173 4.33% 0.00 5.48% 4.33% 
47) =6-2.5% 0.33 f 27 13% 0.28 74 1.85% 0.60 2.97% 1.85% 
541 28.6% _—2.65 . $46 25.9% 2.63 E 1,087 27.18% 5.28 . 31.59% 27.18% 
24 1.3% 0.20 23 1.1% = 0.15 47 1.18% 0.35 0.93% 1,18% 
27% 0.30 52 2.6% 0.23 104 260% 0.53 3.21% 2.60% 
‘OTAL INORGANICS 764.0% __—0.50 75 3.6% 038 2. 151 3.78% _ 0.88 .t 4AM 3.78% 
HHW 36 1.8% 0.23 13° (0.6% = =0,10 48 1.20% 0.33 0.92% 1,20% 
Electronic Waste 27 14% 0.20 1.2%| 65 31% 0.20 92 230% 0.40 116% 0.90% 2.30% 
TOTAL SPECIAL WASTE 62 3.3% 0.43 2.6%) 78 3.7% 0.30 K 140 3.50% 0.73 2.08% 1.91% 3.50% 


[TOTAL COMPOSITION 1,894 100% 16.6 100% 2106 100% 18.30 100% 4,000 100% 34.9 100% 








Chart 7.3 - Osage Beach Results 2006-2007 vs. 1996-1997 
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Food Waste 
Wood Waste 
Textiles 

Diapers 
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Inorganics 
INORGANICS 
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Waste 

‘TOTAL SPECIAL WASTE 
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Table 7.6 - Special Waste Sorted at Osage Beach Transfer Station 


sical Item (CD player. radio, boom box, etc. 


jSmail Appliances (toaster, clock, coffee maker, calculator/addi 
ching, elec. tooth brush, etc. 
VCR, DVD player, Game Stations. etc. 
emote Control or Game Controller 
ic Toy or Game 
puter Hard Drive 







slg (] 


| 


aE 






OUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WAST! ontainers with Contents) 
leedies/Syringes 
Paint, Thinner, etc 

utomotive Fluids (oil, fuel, starting fluid, etc. 


[Household Cleaners 
‘ard & Garden Spray. 
insect & Animal Repellant Spray, Powder, Poison, etc. 
Over The Counter & Prescription Medicine 

Beauty & Hygiene Products 

isposable Razors 


i 
; 


[Lithium & Other Batteries 


Weight of Batteries Reported by RBRC 79.6 oz. 6.5 oz 
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Appendix 8 


Pemiscot County Transfer Station 


= OT R STA 


The Pemiscot County Transfer Station is located in the boot heel of the state near the city of Caruthersville 
about twelve miles off Highway 84 in Solid Waste Management District S. 


Demographics: 
Caruthersville Pemiscot County 
Population 6,704 20,047 
Number of Households 2,646 7,906 
Average Household Size 25 2.52 
Median Household Income $19,601 $21,911 


Solid Waste Collection 
Various public and private solid waste haulers bring material to the Pemiscot County Transfer Station. 


Solid Waste Disposal 

Solid Waste received at the transfer station is bulked and shipped to landfills in Dexter and Poplar Bluff. The 
tipping fee at the transfer station is currently $35 per ton and approximately 150 tons of waste are received 
per day. 


Waste Reduction, Recycling, and Recovery Programs 


Drop-off containers are available for recycling in most of the towns throughout the solid waste management 
district. When the last waste composition study was completed ten years ago, only one of the communities 
had drop-off recycling available. The County owns and operates the recycling center where the trailers are 
emptied and materials baled for marketing. 


Pemiscot County Transfer Station Sort Results 


Sampling information and composition results are listed in Tables 8.1 through 8.6 and exhibited in Charts 8.1 
through 8.4. No special remarks were noted by the sorters during the Pemiscot County sort. Differences in 
the Pemiscot County composition compared to the 1996-1997 WCS included 6.4% less Paper, 4.1% more 
Plastic, and 3.7% more Organics. The fluctuation in Paper was primarily due to an 8.5% decrease in the 
Mixed Paper subcategory, while the Organics saw increases in the Textiles and Diapers subcategories of 
2.3% and 3.3%, respectively, 


When the Pemiscot County results are compared to the overall 2006-2007 average, Paper and Organics are 
still the greatest variances, with 2.4% less and 2% more, respectively. While the same categories influenced 
the Organics variance as in the comparison to the 1996-1997 WCS, different subcategories reflected the 
change in the Paper category, Newsprint, Magazines and High Grade Paper all showed less than the overall 
2006-2007 average while slightly more than average Cardboard and Mixed Paper are in the Pemiscot County 
waste stream. When comparing the Pemiscot County results to the other sites sampled in the 2006-2007 
study, the subcategories with the highest percentage by weight are Cardboard(9.41), PET #1 Plastic(2.91), 
and Diapers(7.31) while the subcategories with the highest percentage by volume existing at the Pemiscot 
County site are Food Cans(3.11) and Diapers(3.79). Categories and subcategories with the lowest 


87 


percentage by weight when compared to the other sites were Newsprint(3.33), Magazines(3.19), High Grade 
Paper(4.79), Total Paper(31.21) and Other Organics(.97) while the lowest percentage by volume for Other 
Organics(.87) was also observed at Pemiscot County. 


Table 8.1 - Sample Summary - Pemiscot County Transfer Station 


Fall 2006 Sample Size ‘Composition Collection 


Sample # Weight(Ibs) _Volume(cy) Res. Comm. Location 
3 Kennett 


2 
Poplar Bluff 
Caruthersville 
Steele 
Kennett 
Hayti 
New Madrid 
Caruthersville 





Total Fall 
Average 


Collection 
Weight(Ibs) _ Volume(cy) _ Location 
304 





Doniphon 
Poplar Bluff 
Portageville 

Kennett 
Poplar Bluff 
Holcomb & Kennett 
Kennett 
Hayti Heights 


Total Spring 


Average 87.5% 12.5% 


Estimated Waste (Ibs.) Accepted at Site During Sample 
Periods 





Table 8.2 - Pemiscot County Transfer Station Fall 2006 Sort Results 























[PLASTIC TOTALS 
Food Waste 
Wood Waste 














12 
76 
88 





270.5 
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Table 8.3 - Pemiscot County Transfer Station Spring 2007 Sort Results 


[ rts.) | Avg. We.Per Load | % by wt. | VOL(c.y.) | Avg.Vol.Per Load 



























a a aT oY ce 
INewsprint | 73 | 91 | 34% | oss | 0086 | 2.6% 
Magazines [sf ot sae [oars [ose 3 
lHighGradePaper | 105 | 13.1 | 4.9% 
IMied Paper | 200 | 275] 02m | 2475 | 0.300 | 11.9%] 
jPAPERTOTALS | 693,_—| tes | zm | 705 | oer | 37.7% | 
lClearGass | 62] 8 | om | 025 [oom | 4.2% | 
BrownGiass | 29 | 36 | 1.9% | 176 | 0.022 | oan | 
GreenGiass | tt Tt om Ton fos osm | 
lotherGlass | Tt 4% | 0.075 | 0009 | 04% | 
jeuass royals ___f_an_ | 51% | 06 | 0075 | 20% | 
[Aluminum Cans [43% | 0375 | 0047 | 1.8% | 
greats 
Non Ferrous 0.05 0.006 0.2% 
0.475 0.059 2.3% 


















Ferrous = 
Plastic Film 
lOtherPlastic | 


0.15 0.019 0.7% 























i] 













[194% | 7.225 | 0.903 | 34.7% | 

18.2% | 1675 | 0209 | 8.1% _| 
[01s | oor9 | 07% | 
| 05 | 068 _{_24%_ 
[os | 
| 0.25 | 





Ue ee 






=] 
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Chart 8.1 - Pemiscot Co. Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 Results 


Percentage by Weight 














BFall% by Wt, OSpring % by Wt. 





Percentage by Volume 





Chart 8.2 - Pemiscot Co. Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 Results 
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Table 8.4 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison 
Pemiscot County Transfer Station 1996-1997 to 2006-2007 





2.33 i 10.3% 3.20 407 9.41% 5.53 k 6.40% 9.41% 3.0% 

33% 0.63 E 34% 0.53 144 3.33% 1,15 x 5.60% 3,33% 2.3% 

3.0% 043 E 34% 0.28 “ 138 3.19% 0.70 3.70% 3.19% 0.5% 

47% = 1,08 . 49% 1.38 207 479% 2.45 2.90% 4.79% 1.9% 

10.8% 2.18 E 10.2% 2.48 454 «10.50% 4.65 19.00% 10.50% B5% 

30.4% 6.63 5 32.1% _7.85 1,350 31.24% 14.48 35.99% 9 37.60% 34.21% 6A 

24% 0.23 a . : 3.70% 261% 31% 

15% 018 2.30% 1.43% 0.8% 

08% 0.13 i . i 0.40% 0.65% 0.2% 

02% 0,05 . . . 0.60% 0.32% 0.3% 

4.0% 0.58 . . 5 7.00% 5.02% 22.0% 

23% 073 . 13% 0.38 A 1.70% 1.80% 0.1% 

02% 0.05 . 05% 0.13 I 5 R 0.90% 0.35% 0.6% 

00% - . 0.2% 0.05 . 0.20% 0.12% 01% 

39% 0.78 K 28% 048 5 r 3.30% 3.38% 0.1% 

0.8% 0.15 . 10% 0.15 . 0.80% 0.82% 0.1% 

0.0% - i 01% 0.05 I . 5 0.00% 0.05% 0.0% 

7.3% 1.70 1 6.0% 1.23 5 f fr 6.90% 6.61% 0.3% 

34% 1.03 ; 24% 0.86 ye I d 1.60% 2.91% 1.3% 

18% 083 K 2.3% 1.00 2.20% 2.06% 01% 

41% 1.75 . 66% 2.65 k 3.70% 5.32% 1.6% 

73% 208 - 81% 2.70 6.40% 7.70% 1,3% 

16.6% 5.68 . 19.4% 7.23 i : . .t 13.90% 17.99% 4.1% 

18.8% 2.15 ; 18.2% 1.68 601 = 18.52% 3.83 . 19.80% 18.52% “1.3% 

0.3% 0.03 . 17% 0.15 h 42 0.97% 0.18 FE 0.40% 0.97% 0.6% 

7.7% 0.95 ji 39% 0.50 251 5.80% 1.45 . 3.40% 5.80% 2.4% 

B5% 1.03 t 61% 0.50 316 70% 1.53 4.00% 71% 3.3% 

06% 010 1.3% 0.25 a2 0.97% 035 . 2.30% 0.87% 1.3% 

36.0% 4.25 sf 31.2% 3.08 k 1,452 33.57% 7.33 . 29.90% 33.57% 3.7% 

06% 0.08 1.0% 0.20 cy 0.79% 0.28 3.40% 0.79% 2.6% 

3.5% 048 Z 35% 0.35 152 351% 083 110% 351% 24% 

OTAL INORGANICS 41% 0.55 45% 0.55 . 186 4.30% 1.10 . 4.50% 4.30% A2% 
HHW 7 0.3% 0.03 3 «(14% 0.20 Eid 0.66% 0.23 na 0.86% 0.9% 
Electronic Waste 12 «06% 003 01% 7 03% 008 0.4%! 19 0.44% 010 0.25% ve 0.44% 04% 
TOTAL SPECIAL WASTE 19 0.9% 0.05 0.3% 371.7% 0.28 1.3%) 56 1.29% _ 0.33 0.81% 1.29% 1.3% 


TOTAL COMPOSITION 2,164 100% 19.4 100% 2,161 100% 20.80 100% 4.325 100% 40.23 100% 100% 100% 0% 

















Table 8.5 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison Pemiscot County Transfer Station 


a PS rereee 
ibs.) aby Wt. Vol. by Vol. Wt (ibs. ) 


185 «85% 2328 
71 «3.3% 0625 
65 3.0% 0.425 
102 47% 1.075 
234 108% 2.175 


15% 0.175 
08% 0.125 
0.2% 0,050 
4.9% 0.576 
23% 0.725 
0.2% 0.050 
0.0% - 
3.9% 0.775 
0.8% 0.150 
0.0% - 
7.3% 1.700 
34% 1.025 
18% 0.825 
41% 1.750 
7.3% 2.075 
16.6% 65.675 29.2% 
407° 188% 2150 
6 03% 0.025 
167 7.7% 0.950 
185 B.5% 1.025 
0.6% 0.100 





12 06% 0.075 
76 35% 0475 


0.4%| 
24% 


Other Inorganics 
TOTAL INORGANICS 
MHW 

Electronic Waste 12 
TOTAL SPECIAL WASTE 


19 
TOTAL COMPOSITION 2,164 


0.9% 0.050 


6 


| 
194 100% Mf 2,164 100% 20.80 100% 9 4,325 


Site to 2006-2007 Overall Average 


Spring Sort - 4/12-4/13/07 Total 2006-2007 Results for Site 
222 10.3% 320 407 
73 434% 053 144 
73 34% 028 
105 49% 1.38 
10.2% 248 
321% 


841% 553 
3.33% 1.15 
3.18% 0.70 
479% 245 
10.50% 465 
31.21% 14.48 36.99% 


05% 0.10 
04% 0,08 
51% 0.60 


05% 0.13 
02% 0.05 
28% 048 
1.0% 0.15 
01% 0.05 


24% 0.88 
2.3% 1,00 
66% 265 
81% 2.70 
18.4% 7.23 


291% 
2.06% 
5.32% 440 
770% 478 
17.99% 12.90 
3.83 
097% 018 
5.80% 1.45 
731% 153 
097% 035 
2 7.33 
0.20 u 079% 0.28 
76 35% 035 1.7%! 152 3.51% 0.83 
45% 055 26% 4.30% 1.10 
14% 020 1.0% 7 0.66% 0,23 
7 03% 008 04% 19 044% 0.10 
1.7% 0.28 1.3% 1.29% 0.33 


17% 0.15 


0.68% 
2.05% 
2.73% 
0.56% 
0.25% 
0.81% 


100% 40.23 100% 


Avg. All Sites Pem. Co. 


5.17% 
3.66% 
6.40% 
10.20% 
33.63% 


1.59% 

0.34% 

0.23% 

2.93% 

0.87% 

0.08% 

6.04% 

255% 

1.90% 

482% 

799% 

17.25% 
17.22% 
1.19% 

473% 

5.48% 

297% 
31.69% 
0.93% 

3.21% 

4.14% 

0.92% 

0.99% 

1.91% 


100% 


Difference 
‘he byWt _% by Wt 
941% 1.2% 
3.33% 18% 
3.19% 0.5% 
479% 16% 
10.50% 0.3% 
31.21% 2.4% 
2.61% 0.1% 
143% 0.3% 
0.65% 0.0% 
0.32% 0.0% 
5.02% 0.4% 
1.80% 02% 
0.35% 0.0% 
0.12% 01% 
3.38% 04% 
0.92% 0.1% 
0.05% 0.0% 
6.61% 0.6% 
2.91% 04% 
2.06% 0.2% 
5.32% 0.5% 
7.70% 0.3% 
17.89% 0.7% 
18.52% 1.3% 
0.97% 0.2% 
5.80% 1.1% 
7.31% 1.8% 
0.97% -2.0% 
33.57% 2.0% 
0.79% 0.1% 
3.51% 0.3% 
4.30% 0.2% 
0.86% 0.9% 
0.44% 04% 
1.29% 0.8% 


100% O% 





Chart 8.3 - Pemiscot Co. Results 2006-2007 vs. 1996-1997 
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Chart 8.4 - Pemiscot Co. 2006-2007 Results vs. 2006-2007 Sort Average 
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Table 11.6 - Special Waste Sorted at Pemiscot sc Sil Transfer Station 












isical item (CD player, radio, boom box, etc. 
[Small Appliances (toaster, clock, coffee maker, calculator/adding 


VCR. DVD. 7, Game Stations, etc. 
[Remote Control or Game Controller 
dectronlc Toy of Game. 


ompute Mouse 
puter Printer 
‘oner Cartridg 








ell Phones, Charger 








(OUSEHO 1) MAZES 








IA areas Feds (of. fel staring fuel. ete) __ (oil, fuel, starting fluid, etc. 


Fess ces 


: a B 5 || 
He: 
ia 

JE 
5 
i 





















several inc. vet vaccines 
1 
several 
19 































Weight of Batteries Reported by RBRC 23 02. 21.8 oz. 
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Appendix 9 
Phelps County Transfer Station 


IPPENDIX 9 ~ PH. Ti FI 


Phelps County Transfer Station is located in Rolla just off I-44 which is in Solid Waste Management District K. 
Rolla is home to one of the University of Missouri campuses. 


Demographics: 


Rolla” Phelps County 
Population 16,540 39,825 
Number of Households 6,544 15,677 
Average Household Size 2.21 2.38 
Median Household Income $26,479 $29,378 


Solid Waste Collection 

The city of Rolla provides refuse and recycling collection within city limits. Waste Corporation of America is 
the primary collection provider outside Rolla city limits in the Phelps County Transfer Station service area. 
Several other private haulers utilize the facility as well. 


Solid Waste Disposal 

The Phelps County Transfer Station is owned by the city of Rolla and operated by Waste Corporation of 
America. Waste is bulked and then transferred to the Hartville Landfill. Current tipping fees are $40.63 per 
ton and approximately 200 tons per day are processed through the facility. 


Waste Reduction, Recycling, and Recovery Programs 

The city of Rolla operates a curbside recycling program as well as a recycling facility where drop-offs are 
accepted, The nearby city of St. James collects recycling curbside weekly and hauls the material to the Rolla 
recycling facility. The facility also processes recycling brought in from other nearby communities, Over 
2,685 tons of recyclables were processed at the facility in 2006. 


Phelps County Transfer Station Sort Results 

Sampling information and composition results are listed in Tables 9.1 through 9.6 and exhibited in Charts 9.1 
through 9.4. Yard waste was noted in one of the samples during the spring sort. Nothing else extraordinary 
was noted. Comparing the results to the 1996-1997 WCS, there was very little variance among categories, 
with the greatest being 1.6% more Plastics than in the previous study. 


The Phelps County results were also very near the overall 2006-2007 average with the greatest variance 
being in Plastics (1.3% less) and Organics (1.3% more). When compared to the other sites sampled, the 
highest percentage by weigh in High Grade Paper(9,21) was at Phelps County, while the lowest percentage 
by weight in PET #1 Plastic(1.81) and the lowest percentage by volume in PET #1 Plastic(3.29), Other 
Plastic(10.98) and Total Plastic(28,53) were also at this facility. 
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Table 9.1 - Sample Summary - Phelps County Transfer Station 


Salem/Bunker 
Vida/South of Rolla 
Lenox/South of Rolla 
St. James 
Rural South of Rolla 
Rural NW of Rolla 
Rolla 
Rolla 
Total Fall 
Average 


go ge EE [ea “Composition §  ——Colilection — 
Sample # Weight(ibs) Vo Res. Comm. Location 


1 St. James/School & Soldiers Home 
| 2 St. James 
3 7 Leasburg/Bourbon 
4 Rural Belle & High Gate 
5 Rural Salem 
6 Rolla 
7 r St. James 
8 4 Rolla 
Total Spring 2281 
Average 285 


Site Total 4136 
Average 259 





1,200,000 
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% by Vol. 
13.4% 





Avg.Vol.Per Load 
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Table 9.2 - Pheips County Transfer Station Fall 2006 Sort Results 
Other Glass 
Film 
TOTALS 
ORGANIC TOTALS 
janics 
iC TOTALS 


i 


Other |i 


INOF 


98 


Table 9.3 - Phelps County Transfer Station Spring 2007 Sort Results 
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ligh Grade Pape 
INORGANIC TOTALS 


Mixed Pape 


APER TOTALS 
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Pl lglé i E 


Oil filters (one) 
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Chart 9.1 - Phelps Co. Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
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Chart 9.2 - Phelps Co. Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
Percentage by Volume 
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Table 9.4 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison 
Phelps County Transfer Station 1996-1997 to 2006-2007 


Yeby Wt._Vol(cy) _teby Vol. 


4996-1897 2006-2007 Difference | 
% by Wt. ‘byw % by Wt. | 





156 

92 
110 
274 
234 
866 


6.8% 
40% 
48% 
12.0% 
10.3% 
38.0% 


7.37% 
0.68 3.46% 
040 y 3.87% 
173 9.21% 
2.20 B 9.84% 
7A3 . 39 33.75% 


418 
0.98 
0.65 
273 
3,75 
12.28 





66 
27 
1 
1 
95 








39 
47 
122 
150 
358 
450 
10 
112 
88 
62 
742 


2.9% 
1.2% 
0.0% 
0.0% 
42% 
1.3% 
0.1% 
0.0% 
2.8% 
0.6% 
0.1% 
48% 
17% 
21% 
5.3% 
6.6% 
15.7% 
19.7% 
0.4% 
49% 
3.9% 
3.6% 
32.5% 


0.25 264% 
0.20 1,96% 
0.03 0.44% 
0.03 0.12% 
0.50 M 5.15% 





0.35 1.50% 
0.05 k 0.31% 

- i 0.34% 
0.43 . 3.02% 
0.13 0.87% 
0.05 0.10% 
1.00 A 6.14% 





0.58 
0.83 
1.80 
1.80 
5.10 
1.08 
0.08 
0.63 
0.45 
0.63 
3.75 





12 
60 
72 








0.5% 
26% 
3.2% 
0.9% 
0.7% 


0.18 
0.35 
0.53 








0.45 





100% 18.15 





Table 9.5 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison Phelps County Transfer Station 
Site to 2006-2007 Overall Average 


by val “Roywe xbywe Koy we 
We{ibs.) %by Wt Vol. Vol, pects ne mat Wt Vol(cy) SbyWt %&byWt_—% by WE 
2,050 7 37% 418 8.20% 737% 0.8% 
0.300 40% ia 3.46% 098 4 5.17% 3.46% 1.7% 
0.250 160 3.87% 065 3.66% 3.87% 0.2% 
4.000 . 381 921% 273 6.40% 8.21% 2.8% 
1,550 220 407 9.84% 375 10.20% 9.B4% 04% 
7.43 E 1,306 33.76% 12.28 x 33.63% 33.75% 
264% 045 
1.96% 045 
044% 015 
0.12% 0.05 
5.16% 1.10 
1.60% 0.83 E 1,50% 
0.31% 0.20 031% 
034% 0.13 ; . 0.34% 
3.02% 083 3.02% 
087% 0.28 0.87% 
0.10% 0.08 0.10% 
6.14% 
181% 1,10 
184% 1.33 
5.15% 3.45 
7.16% 3.68 
15.96% 
1753% 298 17.22% 17.53% 
2.03% 038 1.19% 2.03% 
4.28% 1.05 473% 4.26% 
476% 1.03 5.48% 4.78% 
428% 125 287% 4.28% 
32.86% 6.68 31.59% 32.88% 
094% 038 0.93% 0.94% 
3.05% 0.80 321% 3.05% 
3.99% 1.18 4.14% 3.99% 
56 1.35% 0.23 0.92% 1.35% 
Electronic Waste 080% 015 0.99% 0.80% 
PICTAL SPECIAL WASTE 89 2.15% 0.38 . 1.91% 2.15% 


lroraL composmion 1,855 100% 15.33 100% 2,281 100% 18.15 100% 9 4.136 100% 33.48 100% 100% 100% 








Chart 9.3 - Phelps Co. Results 2006-2007 vs. 1996-1997 
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Table 9.6 - Special Waste Sorted at Phelps County Transfer Station 












i 








felephone/Ans\ g Machine 
| Phones, Chargers. 





HOUSEHOLD WASTE (Containers with Content 





1 




















Weight of Batteries Reported by RBRC Ti oz. 13.6 oz. 
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Appendix 10 
Reeds Spring Transfer Station 


APPENDIX 10 ~ REEDS SPRING TRANSFER STATION 


Reeds Spring Transfer Station is located south of Springfield and northwest of Branson off Highway 13. 
Branson js the closest center of activity to the Reeds Spring Transfer Station with a population of less than 
10,000, yet is an entertainment hub for hundreds of thousands of tourists per year. Reeds Spring Transfer 
Station is in Stone County which is part of Solid Waste Management District N. 


Demographics: 

Reeds Spring s un 
Population 459 28,658 
Number of Households 193 11,824 
Average Household Size 2.23 24 
Median Household Income $25,982 $32,637 
Solid Wi tion 


Several private waste haulers collect material in the service area of the Reeds Spring Transfer Station. 
Recycling collection is provided through drop-off containers. 


Solid Waste Disposal 

The Reeds Spring Transfer station is owned and operated by Allied Waste, Inc. Over 77,302 tons of waste 
was processed through the facility in calendar year 2006. The current tipping fee is $49 per ton. The waste 
is bulked then transported to the Prairie View Landfill. 


We jon, Recycling, and Re Pr. 

The city of Branson has operated a recycling center since 1993. It serves as a drop-off center. Also, since 
2000, 8 drop-off trailers have been funded through the district and placed throughout the area of Taney and 
Stone counties. These trailers are brought to Branson's facility to deposit recyclables for processing. in 
2006, the recycling center received over 700 tons of material. 


Branson also operates a yard waste drop-off center. 


Reeds Spring Transfer Station Sort Results 
Sampling information and composition results are listed in Tables 10.1 through 10.6 and exhibited in Charts 


10.1 through 10.4. Four of the eight spring sort samples were noted as having a lot of clear glass beer 
bottles. The samples came from different service providers and service areas, so no correllation was 
determined. When comparing the Reeds Spring results with the 1996-1997 WCS, the Transfer Facility 
currently has 6.3% less Paper and 7.9% more Organics in the waste stream than during the previous study. 


When comparing to the overall 2006-2007 sort average, Reeds Spring had the greatest variances in Glass 
(1.7% more) and Organics (2.1% less). Compared to the other sites sampled in the 2006-2007 WCS, Reeds 
Spring had the highest percentage by weight in Clear Glass(3.94) and Total Glass(7.18) while booking the 
highest percentage by volume in Total Paper(40.64), Clear Glass(2.08) and Food Waste(9.63). 
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Table 10.1 - Sample Summary - Reeds Spring Transfer Station 


Shell Knob 
Branson 
Branson West 
Branson 
Hollister/Branson 
Branson 
Total Fall 2073 
Average 259 


Blue Eye area 
Branson 
Eureka Springs, Maryville AR 
Kimberling City 
Branson 


| Site Total 4259 2 #8© 37.7 — 7. 
26624 «BH 


Estimated Waste (Ibs.) Accepted at Site During Sample Periods 520,696 || 





= i a 
1,520, 
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Table 10.2 - Reeds Spring Transfer Station Fall 2006 Sort Results 


METAL TOTALS 


Other Glass 
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Table 10,3 - Reeds Spring Transfer Station Spring 2007 Sort Results 
































WT.(ibs.) | Avg.Wt.PerLoad| % by Wt. VOL(c.y.)_| Avg.Vol.Per Load % by Vol. 
Cardboard 190 23.8 87% 29 14.9% 
[Newsprint | S115 144 5.3% 0.8 0.100 4.1% 
[Magazines | Tt Tam os7s Poor 1.9% 
ign rade Paper too [are [108 [zat | 9.5% 
[Med Paper | 155 Tt Tam | 2425 | 0286 | 14.0% 
[PAPERTOTALS | az | oz9 | sam | 0s | 400s Tat. 
[ClearGiass Tt Tt Te sas | oss 7% 
[BrownGiess | TT tm oe Tos tom 
|GreenGiess | 2 Tos Tom 00s Toons tm 
Other Glass 10 
GLASS TOTALS 163 
‘Aluminum Cans, 37 
Other Aluminum: i 
Non Ferrous 0 
[Food Cans 63 
Ferrous 1 
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Chart 10.1 - Reeds Spring Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
Percentage by Weight 
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Chart 10.2 - Reeds Spring Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 


Percentage by Volume 
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Table 10.4 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison 
Reeds Spring Transfer Station 1996-1997 to 2006-2007 


Hh er 1916-197 /06 Sortag Bess ~ 4/9-4/10/07 a eee 1996-1997 2006-2007 Difference 
we votey Vol. wei ae veo) c) Vol, we wt__Vol. Vol. by Wt %byWt  % by Wt 
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Table 10.5 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison Reeds Spring Transfer Station 
Site to 2006-2007 Overall Average 


tnpiopd 19/6-11/7/06 Whee a, Total 2006-2007 Results for Site Avg. All Sites Reeds Spring Difference 
pipe) ae wet [Wt (ibe. Wt Vol, Vol. 5h by Wt. % by Wt. %% by Wt. 
i 369 E 5.36 x 8.20% 0.2% 
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Chart 10.3 - Reeds Spring Results 2006-2007 vs. 1996-1997 
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Chart 10.4 - Reeds Spring Results 2006-2007 vs. 


2006-2007 Sort Average 
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Table 10.6 - Special Waste Sorted at Reeds Spring Transfer Station 













|__Spring 


p 






RONICS 
ical item (CD p _fadio, boom box. etc. 

Appliances (toaster, clock, coffee maker, calculator/adding 
Imaching, elec. tooth brush, etc. 

| VCR, DVO player, Game Stations, etc. 

Remote Control or Game Controller 

lactronic Toy or Game 


Y 
m 


|Computer Monitor 


5 


as 
: 


computer Printer 


‘elephone/Answering Machine. 


: 
A 
a 


| 








3 


Appendix I1 


St. Francois County Transfer Station 





The St. Francois County Transfer Station is located near Park Hills, off Highway 8 east of Potosi and 
northwest of Farmington. St. Francois County is part of Solid Waste Management District R. 


Demographics: 
Park Hills St. Francois County 
Population 7,712 55,641 
Number of Households 3,205 20,788 
Average Household Size 2.41 2.49 
Median Household Income $25,277 $31,199 


Solid Waste Collection 
Various haulers provide trash and recycling collection services in the area. St. Francois County 
Environmental Corporation operates collection trucks, as do several municipalities and private haulers. 


Solid Waste Disposal 

The St. Francois County Transfer Station is owned and operated by St. Francois County Environmental 
Corporation. The facility receives approximately 80 tons per day which is bulked and transported to Timber 
Ridge Landfill in Ridgewood. The current tipping fee is $60 per ton. 


Waste Reduction, Recycling, and Recovery Programs 

Recycling and yard waste are accepted at the transfer station. Several area communities have single stream 
programs which are bulked at the transfer station then shipped to Resource Management in Earth City. 
Alternately, residents may drop off recycling sorted into various commodities that are baled and marketed 
from the facility. Recycling processed through the transfer station has grown to over 4200 tons per year. 


Francois County Transfer Station Sort Results 
Sampling information and composition results are listed in Tables 11.1 through 11.6 and exhibited in Charts 
11,1 through 11.4. Only six MSW loads arrived at the facility during the fall sort time frame, so the data is 
based on six sample loads rather than eight as in the other sort locations. No electronics were found during 
the fall sort. Nothing else extraordinary was noted during either the fall or spring sorts at the St. Francois 
County Transfer Station. Categories showing the greatest difference in sort results when compared to the 
1996-1997 WCS were Plastic (4.5% more), Metals (2.3% less), and Glass (2% less). 


When compared to the overall 2006-2007 sort average, there is very little variance with Plastics being the 
greatest at 1.3% more. Compared to the other sites sampled in the 2006-2007 WCS, St. Francois County had 
the highest percentage by weight in the Other Plastic(9.63) and Food Waste(20.64) subcategories while 
having the lowest percentage by weight of Green Glass(.26), Aluminum Cans(1.22), and the lowest 
percentage by volume of Clear Glass(.93), Brown Glass(.97), Green Glass(.23), Total Glass(2.4), Aluminum 
Cans(2.18), Diapers(2.26), Other Inorganics(.93), and Household Hazardous Waste(.16) categories and/or 
subcategories. 
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Table 11.1 - Sample Summary - St. Francois County Transfer Station 











1 R Farmington & Park Hills 
2 226 1.6 80% 20% Farmington 

3 208 19 90% 10% Desloge 

4 330 24 100% 0% Park Hills 

5 195 1.6 90% 10% Farmington 

6 Farmington 

7 

8 






Total Fall 
Average 










1 

2 . Farmington 

3 278 24 90% 10% Desloge 

4 282 24 100% 0% Iron Mtn. Lake 

5 283 29 95% 5% Park Hills 

6 377 25 90% 10% Park Hills 

7 280 25 100% 0% Desloge 

8 Rural Washington County 






imated Waste (Ibs.) Accepted at Site During Sample Periods 480,000 | 
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[Tt s.) T Avg.WePer Load | % by wt. | VOL(cy.) | Avg.Vol.Per Load | 


Table 11.2 - St. Francois County Transfer Station Fall 2006 Sort Results 
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Table 11.3 - St. Francois County Transfer Station Spring 2007 Sort Results 
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Chart 11.1 - St. Francois Co. Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 


Percentage by Weight 
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Chart 11.2 - St. Francois Co. Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
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Table 11.4 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison 
St. Francois County Transfer Station 1996-1997 to 2006-2007 






































Fall Sort - $/28-9/29/06 
Wiltbs.) "by Wt Vol(cy) Yeby Vol. 
B2 58% 1.200 10.7% 
140 10.0% 0850 7.6% 
71 -§.4% 0.250 22% 
9% 68% 0575 5.1% 
203 145% 1.475 13.1% 
592 42.2% 4.350 38.6% 
32. 23% 0100 09% 
20 14% 0.110 1.0% 
5 04% 0.025 0.2% 
0.1% 
AA% 


‘Spring Sort- 4164/17/07 Total 2006-2007 Site Results 
Ibs.) by WL Vol, cy eT eS 
297. «7.71% ~=—«4.33 
207 5.38% «1.25 
123 (3.10% 90.43 
215 5.58% 1.83 
445 11,56% 4.05 















215 BB% 
67 27% 0: 40 1.9% 
52. 21% 018 0.8%) 

112 4.9% 1.25 6.0% 

242 9.9% 2.58 z 

695 28.4% 7.63 36.1% 
63 2.6% 0.20 
38 16% 0.20 

5 0.2% 0.05 
9 04% 0.08 

115 4.7% __ 0.83 
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12, 06% 0.23 
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101 2.62% E 26% 08% 

59 24% 0.98 78 2.03% 24% 2.0% 014% 
126 «5.1% «2.33 165 04.28% k 3.3% 4.3% 1.0% 
191 78% a1 963% 455 . 96% 3.0% 
443 18.1% f . 715 18.57% 10.93 34.03% 18.6% 4.5% 
567 23.2% = =—2.15 i 795 20.64% 3.00 20.6% 27% 
320 1.3% 0.18 i 36 = 0.93% =—0.20 , 07% 0.0% 0.2% 
136 5.6% 0.85 158 410% 1,05 . 6.1% 41% 2.0% 
109 4.5% 040 198 = 5.14%) 0.73 i 42% 5.1% 0.8% 
32 1.3% 023 54 140% 0.45 1.4% 1.3% 
876 35.8% 3.80 1,241 32.23% 6.43 32.2% 0.6% 
07% 018 0.8% 63 1.64% 0.45 1.40% 41% 1.6% 25% 

34% 026 1.2% 89 «6231% 030 0.93% 1.0% 23% 13% 





























































101 41% 0.43 2.0% 162 3.95% 0.76 2.34% 5.1% 3.9% 1.2% 
1.2% 015 0.7% 38 008% =. 18 0.55% va 1.0% 10% 

Electronic Waste 11% =05 0.7% 28 073% 015 0.47% va 0.7% 07% | 
TOTAL SPECIAL WASTE 58 2.4% 0.30 1.4%! 66 1.71% 0.33 1.01% | 1.7% 1.7% 







fora: couposmon 1,402 100% 449 100% 20.85 100% 3.851 100% 32.1 100% 100% 100% 0% 


Table 11.5 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison St. Francois County Transfer Station 
Site to 2006-2007 Overall Average 
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Chart 11.3 - St. Francois Co. Results 2006-2007 vs. 1996-1997 


{Special Waste Category new in 2006-2007) 








| bleed stvuaw wioi 
| | wy Ho 
| | gf trons 
|| fad 20 poos 
| sn0ue4 von 
anny 22RD 
| sue) WwNUUNTY 
SSVI WLOL 
s9m9 3840 
s5019 v9219 








91996-1997 % by Wt. 2006-2007 % by Wt. 








Chart 11.4 - St. Francois Co. Results 2006-2007 vs. 


2006-2007 Sort Average 
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Table 11.6 - Special Waste Sorted at St. Francois County Transfer Station 





lusical item (CD player, radio, boom box, etc.. 


a ee a ee 
[Musical item (CD player, radio, boom box etc.) 
2 ae? , - 
te 








Weight of Batteries Reported by RBRC 29.8 oz. 70.7 oz. 
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Appendix 12 
St. Joseph Landfill 


— ST. J IDFILL 


The city of St. Joseph owns and operates the St. Joseph Landfill which is located a few miles east of |-29. St. 
Joseph is located in Buchanan County which is part of Solid Waste Management District D. 


mographics: 
St. Joseph Buchanan County 
Population 73,829 85,998 
Number of Households 29,022 33,592 
Average Household Size 2.39 2.42 
Median Household Income $32,663 $34,704 


oli S: lecti 
Waste is collected in St, Joseph and the surrounding communities by a variety of private haulers. 


Solid Waste Disposal 
The St. Joseph landfill received 113,831 tons of waste in calendar year 2006. The current tipping fee is $30 
per ton. 


Woste Reduction, Recycling, and Recovery Programs 
Area residents may recycle in St. Joseph at the drop-off center. Over 417 tons of recycling were processed 
through the city recycling drop off in 2006. 





St. Joseph Landfill Sort Results 

Sampling information and composition results are listed in Tables 12.1 through 12.6 and exhibited in Charts 
12.1 through 12.4. Yard waste was noted in one of the samples during the spring sort. Otherwise, nothing 
extraordinary was noted. Comparing the St. Joseph sort results with the 1996-1997 WCS data, St. Joseph 
now has 4.4% less Paper in their waste stream as well as 5% more Plastics. The other categories do not 
show significant differences. 


When comparing to the overall 2006-2007 sort average, the category with the greatest variance was Paper, 


reflecting only 1.5% more than average. Overall, the St. Joseph site results were closest to the average for 
all sites. 
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Table 12.1 - Sample Summary - St. Joseph Landfill 


ee ee ee. ce | 2006 = = SampleSize | | Composition Collection 
I Sample # WeightiIbs) Vo y) Comm. Location 


Maryville & Grant City 
Maryville 
Maryville & Schoo! 
Total Spring 
Average 


||__Average 233 _20 __—83% _ ___—*18% 
Estimated Waste (Ibs.) Accepted at Site During Sample Period 2,239,298 || 
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Table 12.2 - St. Joseph Landfill Fall 2006 Sort Results 
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Table 12.3 - St. Joseph Landfill Spring 2007 Sort Results 
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Percentage by Weight 


Chart 12.1 - St. Joseph Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
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Chart 12.2 - St. Joseph Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
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Table 12.4 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison 
City of St. Joseph Landfill 1996-1997 to 2006-2007 


Total 2006-2007 Results for Ste J 1996-1097 2008-2007 Difference 
b ; b wee Shby WL _Vol.(cy) %by Vol 
139° «78% 230 14; 78% 4.45 
127 68% 0.68 aT 68% 1.33 
65 35% 035 146 3.9% 0.78 
5.3% 0.800 103 5.5% 0.88 202 «54% «1.68 
207 11.0% 1.925 218 11.7% 220 425 114% 413 
661 35.2% 5.950 652 35.1% 
45 24% 0225 20% 0.18 22% 040 
35 1.0% 0.225 22% 0.20 20% 043 
11 0.6% 0.100 08% 0.15 0.7% 025 
2 04% 0.025 0.1% 0.03 01% 0.05 
93 5.0% 0.875 51% 0.55 3. 5.0% 1.13 
1.9% 0.450 15% 038 1.7% 0.83 
0.4% 0.100 04% 0.08 04% 0.18 
0.3% 0.025 : 00% - 01% 0.03 
26% 0.425 24% 0.28 25% 0.70 
1.0% 0.150 18% 0.18 14% 033 
0.1% 0.025 - 00% - I 0.0% 0.03 
6.2% 1.175 6.1% 0.90 6.2% 208 
45 24% 0.575 20% 0.85 
311.7% 0.450 41 22% 070 
89 4.7% 1.625 50% 163 
143 76% 1.900 185 88% = =—2.08 
308 16.4% 4.550 353 19.0% 5.28 
309 16.5% 1,525 325. «175% =«#+125~=«7: 17.0% 2.78 19.70% 
19 1.0% 0,100 27 «1.5% 010 0 1.2% 0.20 0.80% 
90 4.8% 0,800 74 40% 033 2, 44% 0.93 
132 -7,.0% 0.75 53 29% 023 1. 5.0% 1,00 
43° 2.3% 0.275 & 34% 028 29% 0.55 
$93 31.6% 3.275 $43 29.2% 2.18 13. 30.4% 5.45 
22 1.2% 0.125 14 08% 0.13 1.0% 0.25 
61 3.2% 0375 58 3.1% 0.30 32% 0.68 
834.4% 0.500 72__ 3.9% 043 2. 41% 0.93 ; 
0.7% 0,100 181.0% 0.10 32. 09% 0.20 0.88% 
05% 0.050 0% 11 06% 005 03% 20 05% 0.10 0.54% 
1.2% 0.150 1 291.6% 015 0.9% 521.4% 0.30 1.39% 


23 
[TOTAL COMPOSITION 1,878 100% 16.2 100% 1,857 100% 15.9 100% 3,735 100% _ 32.0 


























Table 12.5 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison St. Joseph Landfill 
Site to 2006-2007 Overall Average 


aes Fall Sort - 10/25-10/26/06 spiing Sorte + 8/29-6/30/07 Ge 2006-2007 Results for Site [J Avg. All Sites St. Joseph Difference 
Wi(Ibs.) by Wt Vol. “aby Vol Wt (ibs. Wt. Vol, Vol, Wt _ Vol, Vol, % by Wt by Wt % by Wt 


154 -B.2% 2150 





139 7.5% 2.30 . 7.8% 445 8.20% 7.84% 0.4% 











































120 64% 0.650 127 68% 0.68 oar 66% 1.33 4% 5.17% 6.61% 14% 
81 843% 0425 65 35% 035 146 «39% 0.78 2% 3.66% 391% 0.2% 
98 53% 0800 103 5.5% 860.88 202 «54% 1.68 5% 6.40% 5.41% 1.0% 

207 11.0% 1,925 218 «117% 220 114% 4.13 10.20% 11.38% 1.2% 































661 662 36.1% 36.2% 12.36 33.63% 35.18% 1.5% 
24% 0.225 2.0% 0.18 22% 2.71% 222% 0.5% 
19% 0.225 22% 0.20 20% 043 1.77% 2.03% 0.3% 





0.6% 0.100 08% 015 0.7% 025 0.63% 0.70% 0.1% 
0.1% 0.025 0.1% 0.03 0.1% 0.05 0.32% 0.08% 0.2% 
5.0% 0.676 5.1% 0.55 . 5.0% 1.13 5.44% 5.03% 0.4% 
1.9% 0.450 3%! 16% 038 1.7% 0.83 1.69% 0.1% 
04% 0.100 1% 7 04% O08 05% 158 04% 0.18 1% 0.34% 0.40% 0.1% 


















































0.3% 0,025 0% - 0.0% - 0.0% 5 01% 0.03 0% 0.23% 0.13% 0.1% 
26% 0425 3% 45 24% 028 17% 94 25% 070 2% 2.93% 2.52% 0.4% 
10% 0.150 1% 36 18% O18 11% 52.14% 033 1% 0.87% 1.39% 0.5% 






0.1% 0.025 
6.2% 1.176 
45 24% 0.575 
uN 17% 0.450 3% 
68 4.7% 1,625 10% 
143 76% 1900 12% 
308 16.4% 4.650 28% 
309° 16.5% 1.525 9% 
18 1,0% 0.100 1% 
90 48% 0.600 4% 
132 7.0% 0.775 5%| 
43° 23% 0.275 
583 31.6% 3.276 
220 «1.2% «0.125 
81 3.2% 0.375 


0.0% * 
61% 0.90 


0.0% 0.03 0.03% 0.1% 
6.2% . 6.16% 0.1% 
27% 143 2.55% 2.65% 0.1% 
72 19% 1.15 1.90% 1.93% 0.0% 
182 4.9% 3.25 4.82% 4.87% 0.1% 
82% 398 7.99% 8.25% 0.3% 
353__ 19.0% 6.25 33.1% 17.7% 9.80 17.25% 17.70% 0.4% 
325° (17.5% 1.25 170% 278 17.22% 16.97% 0.2% 
2 15% 0.10 1.2% 0.20 1.19% 1.23% 0.0% 
74 40% 033 44% 093 473% 4.39% 0.3% 
53 20% 023 5.0% 1.00 5.48% 495% 0.5% 
6 34% 028 29% 055 2.97% 286% 0.1% 
543 29.2% 2.18 1 WO4% 5.45 31.59% 30.41% 1.2% 
14 «(08% 013 08%) % 10% 025 1% 0.83% 0.96% 0.0% 
583.1% 030 18 «3.2% = 0.68 2%) 3.21% 3.19% 0.0% 

















































41 22% 070 44% 
93 5.0% 163 10.3% 
165 89% 208 13.1% 









































































83 72 = a 0.43 4.1% 0.93 3% 4.14% 4.15% 0.0% 

07% 0.100 1% e 010 §©60.6%| 32-09% 0.20 % 092% 0.86% 0.8% 

Electronic Waste 9 05% 0.050 0% 5 % 0.05 0.3%! 20 05% 0.10 0% 0.99% 0.54% 0.5% 
|TOTAL SPECIAL WASTE 23__ 1.2% 0.160 1%| a 18% 0.15 0.9% 62 14% 0.30 1% 1.91% 1.30% 0.5% 





TOTAL COMPOSITION 





1,878 1,857 100% 100% 0% 
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Chart 12.3 - St. Joseph Results 2006-2007 vs. 1996-1997 


{Special Waste Category new In 2006-2007) 

















91996-1997 by Wt. 12006-2007 % by Wt. 











Chart 12.4 - St. Joseph Results 2006-2007 vs. 2006-2007 Sort Average 
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Table 12.6 - Special Waste Sorted at St. Joseph Landfill 
Fall 2006 


sical item (CD player, radio, boom box, etc. 
ll Appliances (toaster, clock, coffee maker, calculator/adding 
aching, elec. tooth brush, etc. 
VCR, DVD player, Game Stations, etc. 
‘emote Control or Game Controller 
Electronic Toy or Game 
o er Hard Drive 







, 


| 






| 
: 


Needies/Syringes 
Automotive Fluids (oil, fuel, starting fluid, etc. 

ti rn ee 
Household Cleaners 
Yard & Garden Spray. Powder etc 








FAK 


REE 
cleleleiclale 
ie 

| 
i 





Weight of Batteries Reported by RBRC 27.902 40.5 oz 


Appendix 13 


Si. Louis (south) Transfer Station 


— ST, LOUIS (Si R 


There are three transfer stations in the city of St. Louis. The southernmost location was the one sampled. It 
is located near the !-44 and 1-55 intersection in St. Louis County which is part of Solid Waste Management 
District L. The city owns this facility and leases it to Waste Management for operation. 


Demographics: 

St. Louis St. Louis County 
Population 348,189 1,016,315 
Number of Households 147,286 404,607 
Average Household Size 2.29 2.47 
Median Household Income $27,156 $50,532 


lid We Collecti 
Various city of St. Louis and Waste Management collection vehicles bring waste to the transfer station from 
residential and commercial waste streams in the southern region of the city. 


Solid Waste Disposal 

The St. Louis (south) Transfer Station processes 500 to 600 tons per day, over 100 tons of which come from 
St. Louis city residents. City of St. Louis residents can bring one load per month free of charge to the facility. 
Otherwise, the facility is not open to accept waste from other collectors. The waste is bulked and hauled to 
two Waste Management landfills in Illinois. 


Waste Re ‘ion, Recycli ind Re Programs 
A residential drop-off recycling facility is located adjacent to the Transfer Station, which is one of twenty- 
seven located in the city. Curbside recycling is available to several zip codes within the service area. 


St. Louis (south) Transfer Station Sort Results 

Sampling information and composition results are listed in Tables 13,1 through 13.6 and exhibited in Charts 
13.1 through 13.4. Only one electronic item was found in the fall sort. No other extraordinary items were 
noted. Compared to the 1996-1997 WCS, there was 2.2% less Glass and 3.3% more Plastic in the St. Louis 
waste stream, Though the overall Paper category only changed by .3% (less), the Newsprint subcategory 
itself was 6.8% less than in 1996-1997. 


When compared to the 2006-2007 overall average, St. Louis has 2.7% more Paper and 1.6% fewer Plastics by 
weight. Comparing categories and subcategories to the other sites sampled in 2006-2007, St. Louis had the 
highest percentage by weight in Magazines(4.51), Total Paper(36.29) and Green Glass(1.1) as well as having 
the highest percentage by volume of Newsprint(4.03). St. Louis had the lowest percentage by weight of 
Clear Glass(2.04), Other Plastic(6.92) and Total Special Waste(.98) while having the lowest percentage by 
volume of Clear Glass{.93), Electronic Waste(.19) and Total Spec ial Waste(.56). 
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Table 13.1 - Sample Summary - Saint Louis (South) Transfer Station 







[ Fall2006 | SampleSize © + +~Composition | -—Collection 
Sample # Weight(Ibs) Volu Res. Comm. Location 
% 












1 r St. Louis 
2 157 18 100% 0% St. Louis 
3 150 14 100% 0% St. Louis 
4 175 15 100% 0% St. Louis 
5 206 16 100% 0% St. Louis 
6 165 16 100% 0% St. Louis 
7 262 21 100% 0% St. Louis 
8 219 19 100% 0% St. Louis 
Total Fall 1498 13.2 







Average 









1 

2 

3 St. Louis 
4 216 17 90% 10% St. Louis 
5 221 1.6 90% 10% St. Louis 
6 209 19 90% 10% St. Louis 
¥ 253 2.0 90% 10% St. Louis 
8 267 1.9 90% 10% St. Louis 





Total Spring 













SiteTotal 3279 27.0 
Averag ___205 17 95% 5% 


I ———————————E—— EE 
Estimated Waste (Ibs.) Accepted at Site During Sample Periods 3,300,000 
| 
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Table 13.2 - St. Louis (South) Transfer Station Fall 2006 Sort Results 
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Table 13.3 - St. Louis (South) Transfer Station Spring 2007 Sort Results 
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Chart 13.1 - St. Louis Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
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Chart 13.2 - St. Louis Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
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Table 13.4 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison 
St. Louis (South) Transfer Station 1996-1997 to 2006-2007 
Fall Sort - 10/2-10/3/06 Total 2006-2007 Site Results 


Spring Sort - 5/24-5/25/07 1996-1997 2006-2007 Difference 
Wi(ibs.) %by Wt Vol, Seby Vol. Wt(ibs.) %by Wt Vol.(c VoL Wt(ibs.) by Wt Vol.(c by Vol. “ebyWt  %eby Wt. % by Wt 


90 6.0% 1.475 165 93% 1.96 7.78% 345 7B% 3.4% 
1120 «7.5% 0.625 & 100 56% 063 647% 1.25 . 13.3% 6.5% 6.8% 
60 «5.3% 0.275 s 68 38% 033 451% 0.60 3.0% 4.5% 1.5% 
126 84% 1,100 . 82 46% 060 E 66% 1.70 28% 6.3% 3.5% 
185 12.3% 1,625 f 182 102% 158 11.19% 3.40 11.2% 1.9% 
593 39.6% 5.300 40.2% 597 33.8% _—5.10 36.3% 0.3% 
23% 015 2.04% 
34 10% 0.15 1.86% 
21° 1.2% 0.10 i 1.10% 
0.2% 0.03 . 0.21% 
72 4.8% 0.375 5.6% 0.43 . 5.22% 
17 1.1% 0.325 R 15% 0.30 x 1.31% = 0.63 
4 0.3% 0,075 . 0.2% 0.03 & 0.21% 0.10 
- 00% - . 0.2% 0,03 f 0.12% 003 
30 2.0% 0.325 29% 0.28 2.50% 0.60 
10 0.7% 0,100 . 10% 0.10 . 0.85% 0.20 
00% - 00% - . 0.00% 
4.1% 0.825 E 5.8% 0.73 §.00% 1.55 
2.2% 0.625 22% 048 . 2.23% 1,10 
17 1.4% 0.400 19% 046 F 50 152% 0.68 
73 5.3% 1.550 48% 140 164 6.00% 295 
49% 1.275 154 B6% 208 . 692% 335 
312 17.5% 443 . 15.68% 8.28 
253 16.9% 0.900 | 295 166% 1.15 ; 16.71% 2.05 18.7% -1.3% 
42 28% 0.275 5 0.3% 0.03 143% 0.30 0.6% 14% 0.8% 
62 55% 0575 55 3.1% 0.38 i 4.18% 0.95 4.1% 4.2% 0.1% 
95 63% 0.550 B40 4.7% 0.28 546% 0.83 3.8% 5.5% 1.7% 
19 1.3% 0.150 98 55% 0.65 3.67% 0.80 3.6% “1.4% 
491 32.8% 2.450 Z 537__ 30.2% 2.48 A 1 31.35% 4.93 . 31.4% 0.1% 






























































27 18% 0,125 09% 
15 1.0% 0,100 0.8% 
4 03% 0.050 





























































1.3% 0125 0.9% 13° (0.7% 013 80.9% 33 101% = 0.25 0.93%! 4.3% 1.0% 3.3% 
35% 0.175 1.3% 95 53% 048 34% 147 448% 0.65 241% 18% 45% 2.7% 
4.8% 0.300 2.3% 108 6.1% 0.60 4.3% 180 5.49% 0.90 3.33% 6.1% 5.5% 0.6% 
0.3% 0.050 0.4% 120 (0.7% 0,05 0.4% 7 0.52% 010 0.37% va 0.5% 0.5% 
Electronic Waste 2 041% 0.025 0.2% 13 07% 0.03 0.2%) 15 0.46% 0,05 0.18% we 0.5% 0.5% 
TOTAL SPECIAL WASTE 7T 0.5% 0.075 _—0.6% 251.4% 0.08 _—0.5% 32 0.08% 0.15 0.56% | 1.0% 1.0% 





TOTAL COMPOSITION 1,498 100% 13.2 100% Mf 1,781 100% 13.8 100% 


100% _27.0 100: 


Table 13.5 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison St. Louts (South) Transfer Station 
‘Site to 2006-2007 Overall Average 


"ee Sgn See 

Me Va we vot cn) se Vol, pee Wt Vol, Shby Vol. Sh by Wt. he by Wt. % by Wt. 
8.20% 7.78% 04% 
5.17% 647% 13% 
3.66% 451% 0.9% 
6.40% 8.34% 01% 
10.20% 11,198% 1.0% 
33.63% 36.20% 2.7% 
2.04% 0.7% 
1.86% 0.1% 
1.10% 0.5% 
0.21% 0.1% 
5.22% 0.2% 
1.31% 0.3% 
0.21% 0.1% 
0.12% 0.1% 
2.50% 0.4% 
0.85% 0.0% 
0,00% 0.1% 
5.00% 1.0% 
2! 55% 2.23% 0.3% 
1.00% 1.52% 04% 
4.82% 5.00% 02% 
7.98% 6.92% 1.1% 
17.25% 15.68% 1.6% 
17.22% 16.71% 05% 
1.19% 1.43% 0.2% 
473% 4.18% 06% 
5.48% 5 46% 0.0% 
2.87% 3.57% 0.6% 
31.59% 31.36% 0.2% 
093% 1,01% 0.1% 
321% 4.48% 1.3% 
4.14% 5.49% 1.3% 


iWHW 3% 0. ; ; ; I : ; 052%  -04% 
Electronic Waste i . E \ 0.46% 0.5% 


TOTAL SPECIAL WASTE E . . E . i . . 0.98% 0.9% 


TOTAL COMPOSITION k " 1 100% 0% 
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Chart 13.3 - St. Louis Results 2006-2007 vs. 1996-1997 





(Special Waste Category new in 2006-2007) 











i. 
91996-1997 % by Wt. 12006-2007 % by Wt. 











Chart 13.4 - St. Louis Results 2006-2007 vs. 2006-2007 Sort Average 
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Table 13.6 - Special Waste Sorted at St. Louis (south) Transfer Station 


ELECTRONICS 
isical item (CD player, radio. boom box, etc. 
‘Small Appliances (toaster, clock, coffee maker, calculator/adding 
ching, elec. tooth brush, etc. 
Remote Control or Game Controller 
lectronic Toy or Game. 
omputer Hard Drive 
omputer Monitor 






omputer Mouse 
‘omy 






[HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE (Containers with 
several 
Paint, Thinner, etc. 

jomotive Fluids (oil, fuel, starting fluid, etc. 


oe 
(i 


E 
i 
: 


‘ard & Garden Sp Powder, etc. 

insect & Animal Re 

Over The Counter & Prescriptio 
& Hygiene Products 
able Razors 

Alkaline Batteries 


; 
H 


; 


SEES 
age 
: 


Weight of Batteries Reported by RBRC 21.8 oz. 12.4 02. 
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Appendix 14 
Springfield Landfill 


APPE! =! 


The city of Springfield owns and operates the Springfield Landfill. It is located approximately 9 miles north 
of Springfield off Highway 13 in Greene County which is part of Solid Waste Management District 0. 


Demographics: 

Springfield Greene County 
Population 151,823 240,391 
Number of Households 64,779 98,003 
Average Household Size 2.17 2.34 
Median Household Income $29,563 $34,157 


Solid Waste Collection 
Many private haulers service the Springfield area. The city requires those collecting trash from city 


residents to offer curbside recycling collection as well, 


Soli Disposal 
The city of Springfield landfill received 132,062 tons of waste during calendar year 2006, The current tipping 


fee is $28.65 per ton, 


Woste Reduction, Recyclini Recovery Progral 

The city of Springfield has had a “full menu” of environmental programs for many years. They operate drop- 
off locations for yard waste and recyclables as well as a permanent household chemical collection center. 
Over 3400 tons of recyclables were received in 2006 while over 150,000 cubic yards were accepted at the 
Yard Waste Recycling Center and over 61,600 pounds of material at the HCCC. They process mulch and 
compost and market several varieties to the public. In mid 2006 the city landfill gas to energy facility was 
brought online converting the landfill’s methane to electricity. 


Private recycling processing facilities sort and market the recyclables collected in the Springfield area. 


Springfield Landfill Results 

Sampling information and composition results are listed in Tables 14,1 through 14.6 and exhibited in Charts 
14.1 through 14.4, Nothing extraordinary was noted by the sorters during the events. Compared to the 
1996-1997 WCS, Springfield’s waste stream now contains 4.1% less Paper and 2.9% more Plastic by weight. 
Subcategories showing large swings in the Paper category include High Grade Paper (5% more) and Mixed 
Paper (8.7% less). 


When compared to the 2006-2007 overall average, however, these subcategories were close to norm, The 
categories with the greatest variance from the overall average by weight are Paper (1.9% more) and 
Organics (4.6% less). Comparing categories and subcategories to the other sites sampled in the 2006-2007 
study, Springfield had the highest percentage by weight in Newsprint(7.04), High Grade Paper(4.51), Food 
Cans(3.82), and Household Hazardous Waste(1,68) while having the highest percentage by volume of Mixed 
Paper(13.48), Total Paper(40.01), HDPE #2 Plastic(4.83) and Household Hazardous Waste(1.08). Springfield 
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had the lowest percentage by weight of Textiles(3) and Total Organics(26.98) as well as having the lowest 
percentage by volume of Textiles(1.73) and Total Organics(13.77). 


Table 14.1 - Sample Summary - Springfield Landfill 


Fall 2006 Sample Size Composition Collection 
Sample # Weight(Ibs) Volume(cy) Res. Comm. Location 
263 19 Springfield 
Bolivar 
Fairgrove/Strafford 
North Springfield 
Lawrence County 
Fairgrove & Hwy CC 
South Springfield 
South Springfield 





Total Fall 
Average A 82.5% 17.5% 


Collection 
Location 
Rural Cedar County 
Rural Cedar County 
Rural North Springfield 
Osceola 
North Springfield 
Rural North Springfield 
Fairplay 
Bolivar 





Total Spring 


Site Total 
A 


Estimated Waste (Ibs.) Accepted at Site During Sample 
Periods 2,597,941 
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Table 14.2 - Springfield Landfill Fall 2006 Sort Results 
























[Diapers | tz | 85.3 Tt | 0.575 
eS aa 
JorGaNicToTALS | soa |g. | 25.4% | 2.325 | 
cr an rar ee | 0.175 _| 






0.175 


[0.9% __| 

[3.2% | 0.375 _| 
[42% [085 
| 24% | 0.175 | 
| 07% | 0.075 _| 
[29% | 025 
| 100% | 16.15 | 


[Newsprint | 192 | {otis | 
|High Grade Paper | 135 _| | 105 [o131 | 6.5% _| 
[Mixed Paper | 170 | 4.025 | 0.228 | 44.3% | 
|PAPERTOTALS | 739 | 6.125 | 0.766 | 37.9% | 
lClearGlass | S38 [o2 | 0025 [4.2% _| 
|BrownGlass | 4 k [0.225 | oo | 1.4% | 
Ss 
09 [0.006 | 0.3% _| 
|ctassToTats | t36_— | tz. | 0675 | 0.072 | 3.6% _| 
AluminumCans_ | 29] 8 | 0.325 | 0041 || 2.0% | 
Other Aluminum -—i fs | 015 | oo19 | 0.9% _| 
Non Ferrous [or | oos | 0.6% _| 
}045_{ _0.058 _{ 2.8% _| 
fers _____i{ 23 | | o175 | oo22 | 4.1% _| 
Joitfilters (one commersi) [18 | | oo75 | o009 | 05% | 
[4275 | 0150 | 7.0% | 
[peT#i =i “<a‘sSSCr| Sc | ov | aces | _sh 
[HDPE#2 | S85 5 07 
IPiasticrim | e7_| 109 | 43% | 1475 | 0104 | 9.1% | 
lother Plastic | 147 | 184 | 7.3% | 2125 | 0266 | 13.2% _| 
PLASTIC TOTALS | 37 | 40 | 6.4% | 5.05 | 0631 | 34.3% | 
[FoodWaste sss | S285 | S56 | 4% =| 415 | oie 7.4% | 
lWoodWaste | SoS] St |S 4.2% | 0.075 | 0.009 | 0.5% _| 
freties __{ _a7_} _s¢_|_zau_{ 027 | __ogm __}_.7% 
| 0.072 | 3.6% | 
[0031 | 1.5% _| 
[14.4% _| 
[4.4% _| 
| 2.3% _| 
[3.4% _| 
[4.1% _| 
[0.5% _| 
| 1.5% _| 
al 


co s\sis 
ls 12 /S|8 
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Table 14.3 - Springfield Landfill Spring 2007 Sort Results 
[Wb T Avg. WePer Load | % by wt. | VoL(cy.)| 









| Avg.Vol.Per Load | % by Vol. 
| 13.8% | 
























[Cardboard Ss | St] SS | =| «28S | tC 
[HighGrade Paper ss] «S139 ~d| St | =| 16 | 200s] | 
IPAPERTOTALS ss“ | 8S | |e =| 7.76 | ges | at. 8% | 
[CearGlass Ss | 359 | Ck | tm = 2 | os | 8.1% 
[BrownGiass Ss | 85 | S| St 2 Tos tt | 
|GreenGiass | ts Tt Tm = ots [ors |e | 
[OtherGlass | CCT | oos | 0.006 | 0.3% | 
[ouasstToTaALs ss | tt | 14S | 7% =| | 7S | 8.2 | 
lAluminumCans ss | S85 S| S| 7% =| Ms || | 
[Other Aluminum ss] | ST | SM =| | os S| | 
[Nonferrous = | OT S| | |S SCSd|C 3% 
[FoodCans CT CS] St Sd] =| 475 [| 0050 | em | 
lFerous CT SCS] St =| ~Cors =| ooops] | 
loilfitersfone) S| 3 CT Tt 07s | og | 
|METALTOTALS —s— (s| S128 | 2% =| 2s | tS | | 
jper#1 ss t—“‘CSWN*iLS és [GOO C® ~=| «=Ca7s | tos] 47% | 
fHOPEw2 CdS tT SC] =| sors | oi ~~ || 5.3% | 
[PlasicFim S| tz 5S | m® =| 1975 | oz | 10.7% | 
JOtherPiasic Ss | tz go | e%® 6 2 Tso | 08% | 
IPLASTICTOTALS —s— “$sSéd| 374 | | 18.4% =| 5.825 | re | 34.4% | 
[FoodWaste = | Se] .Cd|Ct% =| 1375 | 0172 ~~ ~—«| 74% | 
WoodWaste ss | || =| |S 
[Textiles S| 4 CT CC] Se =| 2s [oat | 18% | 
[Other Organics ss | St S| S| | Ct |S S——Cid|:CS 
seo | 725 | 286% | 245 | 0.306 | 13.2% | 
Fines 1 | 20 | o8% | o2 | oo | 1.1% | 
[Other inorganics Ss | 7 S| S| 1% =| «125 | SCLC | 
INORGANIC TOTALS —s| —53_—|| S| 28% =| «325 | oat | 1.8% | 
IHHW Te oe os ta | 
lElectronicWaste sss | 19 ~S| S| =| S25 | oe | | 
[SPECIALWASTETOTALS | 44 | 65 | 22% | 0.325 | 
|e | ieee SS Ha a) (ae | (at 
oTAL | 2030 | 2558 | too | tases | 216 | 100% | 





144 





Chart 14.1 - Springfield Results Fall 2006 vs Spring 2007 
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Chart 14.2 - Springfield Results Fall 2006 vs Spring 2007 
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Table 14.4 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison 
City of Springfield Landfill 1996-1997 to 2006-2007 


Fall Sort 1172-11306 Total 2006-2007 Site Results 7996-1997 2006-2007 Difference 
by Vol. b . b b ”) Vo %byWt % by Wt % by Wt 


133 6.6% 2 050 . 7.40% 7.56% 0.2% 
182 86% 0.900 9.50% 7.04% 25% 
109 5.4% 0.300 053 2.60% 451% 1.9% 
135 6.7% 1.050 68% 1.60 2.65 1.80% 6.79% 5.0% 
170 85% 1.825 219° 10.8% . 468 18.30% 8.64% 87% 
739 36.8% 6. é 695 34.2% 7. . 5. t . 39.60% 35.63% AA 
63 =—3.1% 0.200 r 3.10% 3.02% 0.1% 
49° 24% 0225 i 1.40% 2.08% 07% 
7 0.8% 0.100 5 0.40% 074% 0.3% 
7 03% 0,050 5 0.40% 0.40% 0.0% 
136, 6.8% 0.575 .t E hi bh & 5.30% 6.24% 0.0% 
200° 1.4% 0.325 . Z 1.40% 1.59% 0.2% 
11 0.6% 0.150 0.70% 0.50% 0.2% 
“4 0.7% 0.100 . 0.10% 0.45% 0.3% 
57 28% 0.450 A 4.00% 3.62% 0.2% 
23 11% O175 1.10% 1.07% 0.0% 
18 09% 0.075 . I 0.10% 052% 04% 
152 7.6% 1.275 LZ A 740% 7.93% 0.8% 
59-29% 0.750 z - . . 2.20% 2.65% 0.5% 
i] 1.7% 0.700 . . . ; 2.30% 2.11% 0.2% 
87 4.3% 1.475 5 5 . i 4.10% 5.23% 1.1% 
147 7.3% 2.125 . J 5.90% TAI 15% 
328 16.4% 5.050 E é . r 14.50% 17.38% 2.0% 
285 «14.2% 1,150 . 1.38 : fe 16.80% 15.58% 3.2% 
25 12% 0.075 12% 013 124% 020 ; 1.00% 124% 0.2% 
47) 23% 0.275 36% 033 a 3.00% 0.60 3.70% 3.00% 0.7% 
122, 61% 0.575 60% 053 , 6.02% 1.10 3.80% 6.02% 22% 
30 1.5% 0.250 08% 010 1.14% 0.35 3.00% 1.14% 1.9% 
509 25.4% 2.325 . . 1, . | 28.30% 26.98% 1.3% 
0.9% 0.175 16 08% 0.20 35 (087% = 0.38 3.80% 0.87% 2.9% 

65 32% 0.375 7 1.8% 102 2.53% 0.50 1.30% 2.53% 12% 
4.2% 0.550 53 2.8% 0.33 137, 3.39% 0.88 .! 5.10% 3.38% AT 

2.1% 0.175 25 12% «0.20 68 168% 0.38 1,68% 1.7% 

07% 0.075 19 09% 013 M 084% 0.20 0.84% 08% 
|TOTAL SPECIAL WASTE 6B 2.0% 0.250 1.5% mM 22% 0.33 . 102 253% 0.68 . 2.63% 2.6% 


[TOTAL COMPOSITION 2,006 100% 18.5 . 1 0% 














Table 14.6 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison Springfield Landfill 
Site to 2006-2007 Overall Average 


Fall Sort - 11/2-14/3/06 Total 2006-2007 Results for Site 
(Ide. Wt Vol, Vol ite.) by Wt Vol. OLB Wt (ibs. b 3 Vol. 
133 2.050 a 2.55 1% 305 4.60 
0900 56% : . . 7.04% 1.43 

451% 053 . 4.51% 

679% 265 6.79% 

964% 468 9.64% 
35.53% 
3.02% 0.3% 
2.08% 0.3% 
0.74% 01% 
0.40% 01% 
6.24% 0.8% 





SEBusSaoe 





2.65% 
2.11% 
. 5.23% 
413 J 741% 
17.30% 10.88 . A 17.39% 
15.58% 253 z 15.58% 
124% 020 . 1.24% 
3.00% 060 i 3.00% 
6.02% 1.10 602% 
1.14% 0.35 i 1.14% 
26.08% 4.78 A 4 26.98% 
0.87% 0.38 x 0.87% 
2.53% 0.50 . 
3.30% _0.! 5 3.39% 
1.68% 0.38 
0.84% ; 
102 2.53% 0.58 f |. 2.53% 


Pa 
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Chart 14.3 - Springfield Results 2006-2007 vs. 1996-1997 


(Special Waste Category new in 2006-2007) 








1996-1997 % by Wt, 12006-2007 % by Wt. 


Chart 14.4 - Springfield Results 2006-2007 vs. 2006-2007 Sort Average 
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Table 14.6 - Special Waste Sorted at Springfield Landfill 






Fall2006 | Spring 


Musical item (CD player, radio, boom box, etc. 
ISmall Appliances (toaster, clock, coffee maker, caiculator/adding 
aching, elec. tooth brush, etc. 

iTV, VCR, DVD player, Game Stations, etc. 
IRemote Control or Game Controller 
lectronic Toy or Game 
omputer Hard Drive 
computer Monitor 
somputer Keyboard 
computer Mouse 
Computer Printer 

oner Cartridge 

elephone/Answering Machine 

ll Phones, Chargers 














| 


| 








HOUSEHOLD HAZARDOUS WASTE (Containers with Ci 
INeedies/Syringes 

Paint, Thinner, etc. 

Automotive Fluids (oil, fuel, starting fluid, etc. 


s 
H 


gal used oil 


2) 
zy 
| 
a 





[Household Cleaners 
‘ard & Garden Spray, Powder, etc. 
insect & Animal Repellant Powder, Poison, 
ver The Counter & Prescri Medicine 
& Hygiene Products 





) 





several 





Alkaline Batteries 


Bag 
aie 
ul 
e 





moke Alarm 





Weight of Batteries Reported by RBRC 50 oz. 5.1 oz. 
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Appendix 15 
West Plains Transfer Station 


APPENDIX 15 — 


The city of West Plains owns and operates the West Plains Transfer Station. It is located near Highway 63 in 
West Plains which is in Howell County, part of Solid Waste Management District P. 


Demographics: 

West Plains Ho) Count 
Population 10,739 37,238 
Number of Households 4,518 14,805 
Average Household Size 2.28 2.47 
Median Household Income $24,122 $25,628 


Solid Waste Collection 


The city of West Plains runs a collection system, as do various private haulers in the area. 


Solid Waste Disposal 

The city of West Plains hauls bulked waste from their transfer station to the Hartville Landfill, 67 miles away. 
The public tipping fee at the West Plains Transfer Station is $40 per ton and the site handles approximately 
100 tons per day. 


Waste Reduction, Recycling, and Recovery Programs 

West Plains has had a curbside recycling program since 1990 and they operate a recycling facility adjacent to 
their refuse transfer station. Bins are provided to participating citizens and typical fibers and containers are 
collected, each commadity in its own bag within the curbside bin. Over 1,200 tons of recycling were 
processed at the recycling facility in 2006. The Solid Waste Management District has a mobile collection unit 
that serves the area once every spring and once every other fall. 


West Plains Transfer Station Sort Results 

Sampling information and composition results are listed in Tables 15.1 through 15.6 and exhibited in Charts 
15.1 through 15.4. There were no extraordinary observances noted by the sorters during the West Plains 
sorts, When compared to the results at West Plains during the 1996-1997 WCS, the West Plains waste 
stream has 5% less Paper, 2.2% more Glass, 2.5% more Plastics, and 2.2% more Organics by weight. 





Compared to the 2006-2007 overall sort average, West Plains had 1.6% more Paper, 2.1% more Plastic, 1.5% 
fewer Organics and 2.1% fewer Inorganics. Considering the categories and subcategories from all sites, 
West Plains had the highest percentage by weight of Mixed Paper (12.62), HDPE #2(2.14), Total Plastic(19.3), 
and the highest percentage by volume of Other Plastic(14.42). The lowest percentage by weight was 
recorded at West Plains for Other Aluminum(.22), Other Inorganics(1.12), Total Inorganics(2), and 
Household Hazardous Waste(.47), while the lowest percentage by volume was determined for West Plains 
in Cardboard(12.1), Other Glass(.15), Other Inorganics(.98), and Total Inorganics(2.03). 
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Table 15.1 - Sample Summary - West Plains Transfer Station 















1 f West Plains 
2 204 1.6 70% 30% West Plains 
3 292 26 90% 10% Rural South of West Plains 
4 249 17 90% 10% Mountain View 
5 284 24 90% 10% Pottersville/Highway 160 
6 224 17 50% 50% Willow Springs 
7 238 2.0 80% 20% Willow Springs 
8 357 3.0 60% 40% West Plains 
Total Fall 2087 16.7 






Average 




















1 y West Plains 
2 210 2.0 50% 50% Alton 
3 243 2.1 90% 10% SE West Plains 
4 233 1.9 90% 10% West Plains 
5 233 18 90% 10% West Plains 
6 244 24 90% 10% Willow Springs 
7 214 22 90% 10% West Plains 
8 325 26 60% 40% West Plains & Medical Clinic 
Total Spring 1923 16.6 
Average 240 24 82% 18% 







Site Total 4010 
_ Average __251 


st Weight Accepted During Sample Periods 600,000 } 


: 
~~. | 
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Table 15.2 - West Plains Transfer Station Fall 2006 Sort Results 
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Table 15.3 - West Plains Transfer Station Spring 2007 Sort Results 
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Chart 15.1 - West Plains Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
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i 
8 





BFali% by Wt. OSpring % by We 





Chart 15.2 - West Plains Results Fall 2006 vs. Spring 2007 
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Table 15.4 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison 
City of West Plains Transfer Station 1996-1997 to 2006-2007 





















8.28% 4.03 
158 394% 0.08 2.93% 
153 3.82% 0.70 240% 
264 «6.58% 2.03 6.09% 
1262% 423 


156 
72 37% 0.50 3.0% 
60 42% 038 2.3% 

128 «6.7% 090 54% 

245 127% 1.98 

681 354% 

68 3.5% 

40 21% 0.20 
3 02% 005 
1 0.1% 

112 































































10.1% 
21.4% 6.00 
17.0% ; 
25° 13% «(015 0.9% 
2.9% 


f 460 
19.30% 11.15 
WAI% =2.85 
50 1.25% 0.28 
165 4.11% = 0.90 
221 5.51% 1.08 
214% 068 








tt 
































08% 0.23 


0.10 


087% 035 
05% 45 1.12% 033 0.98% 
14% 80 2.00% 0.68 2.03% 
05% O13 0.8%) 19 047% 0.15 0.45% 

. 03% 23 O87% O16 045% 
14 0.7% 0.18 11% 42 1.05% 






















100% 


5.70% 
4.20% 
3.70% 
8.40% 
18.20% 
40.20% 
230% 
0.90% 
0.50% 
0.50% 
4.20% 
1,50% 
0.50% 
0.30% 
3.00% 
090% 
0.40% 
6.60% 
1.70% 
2.00% 
4.80% 
8.30% 
16.80% 










8.28% 
3.94% 
3.82% 
6.58% 
12.62% 
35.24% 
3.57% 
2.24% 
0.37% 
0.22% 
6.41% 
1.62% 
0.22% 
0.15% 
287% 
1.00% 
0.02% 
5.89% 
277% 
2.14% 
4.81% 
9.58% 
19.30% 
7.11% 
1.25% 





1.12% 
2.00% 
0.47% 
0.57% 





1996-1997 2006-2007 Difference 
by Wt %e by Wt % by Wt. 


26% 
0.3% 
0.1% 
“1.8% 
58% 
5.0% 
1.3% 
1.3% 
0.1% 
0.3% 
2.2% 
0.1% 
0.3% 
0.2% 
01% 
0.1% 
0.4% 
D.7% 
11% 
0.1% 
0.0% 
13% 
25% 
14% 
04% 
1.8% 





1.6% 
0.2% 
AB% 
0.5% 
06% 


4,010 100% _33.3 100% 100% 100% 0% I 





Table 15.5 - Waste Composition Summary and Comparison West Plains Transfer Station 
Site to 2006-2007 Overall Average 


je Fall Sort - 10/16-10/17/06 Total 2006-2007 Results for Site Avg. All Sites West Plains Difference 
We. (ibe. Wi. Vol by Vo it Wt Voi, by Vo b by Wee Vol. Se by We by Wt —% by Wt 
176 84% 1.850 156 81% «2.18 332 8.28% 403 8.20% 8.28% 0.1% 
86 41% 0475 72 3.7% 0.50 3.04% 098 . 5.17% 3.04% 12% 
73 3.5% 0,325 80 42% 038 3.82% 0.70 3.66% 3.62% 0.2% 
136 65% 1.125 128 67% 090 658% 2.03 6.40% 6.58% 0.2% 
261 12.5% 2.250 . 245 (12.7% 1.98 12.62% 423 | 10.20% 12.62% 24% 
681 354% 5.93 5. 35.24% 14,95 jf 33.63% 35.24% 1.6% 
3.57% 0.9% 
2.24% 0.5% 
0.37% 0.3% 
0.22% 0.1% 
6.41% 1.0% 
. 159% 1.62% 0.0% 
0.3% 0.075 ; . 0.34% 0.22% -0.1% 
0.3%. 0.050 . . 0.23% 0.15% 0.1% 
31% 0.550 . : 2.93% 2.87% 0.1% 
12% 0.150 5 0.87% 1.00% 0.1% 
00% 0.001 . 0.08% 0.02% 01% 
s 6.04% 5.89% 0.2% 
53 2.5% 0.725 I . i : 2.55% 277% 0.2% 
39 1.8% 0.700 . . 1.90% 214% 0.2% 
81 3.9% 1.375 1.93 / 482% 481% 0.0% 
190 91% 2.350 10.1% 2.45 \ 7.99% 9.58% 1.6% 
363 214% 6.00 __— 36.1% | 17.25% 19.30% 2.1% 
360 17.2% = 1.575 17.0% 1.26 de WAI% = =2.85 ; 17.22% A7AN% 0.1% 
25 12% 0125 13% 0.15 1.25% 0.28 1.19% 1.25% 0.1% 
109 5.2% 0.600 29% 030 4.11% 0.90 473% 4.11% 0.6% 
88 42% O475 6.9% 060 551% 1.08 5.48% 5.51% 0.0% 
51 2.4% 0.425 . 1.8% 0.25 214% 068 2.97% 2.14% 0.8% 
633 30.3% _ 3.200 29.9% 2.58 ; 4 WO12% 5.78 f 31.59% 30.12% 1.5% 
19 0.9% 0125 0.8% 16 08% 023 1.4%) 36 087% 0.35 0.93% 0.87% 0.1% 
3% 17% 0225 1.4% 10 05% 010 06% 45 112% 0.33 3.21% 1.12% 21% 
2.6% 0.350 2.1% 26 14% 0.33 2.0% 80 2.00% __ 0.68 414% 2.00% 2.1% 
04% 0.025 . 10 05% 0.13 0.8%) 18 047% 0.15 0.45%) 0.92% 0.47% 05% 
0.8% 0.100 4 02% 0.05 03% 23 057% 015 0.45% 0.99% 0.57% 06% 
1.3% 0.425 14 0.7% 0.148 1.1%! 42 1.05% 0.30 0.90% 1.91% 1.05% 0.9% 
100% 0% 





100% 16.7 . 010 100% 33.3 100% 100% 
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Chart 15.3 - West Plains Results 2006-2007 vs. 1996-1997 


Chart 15.4 - West Plains Results 2006-2007 vs. 2006-2007 Sort Average 
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Table 15.6 - Special Waste Sorted at West Plains Transfer Station 


er, fadio, boom box, etc. 
Small Appliances (toaster, clock, coffee maker, calculator/adding 
Imaching, elec. tooth brush, etc. 





Insect & Animal Repellant Spray, Powder, Poison, etc 


g 
2 


|___ Spring 2007 
SS 
i= eee) 
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